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Current Topics. 
The Cause Lists. 


THE Lists of the Court of Appeal for the ensuing sittings 
shew a slight reduction on the figures at the commencement of 
the Easter sittings. There were 186 appeals then, and there are 
179 now. There were only 120 a year ago. The Chancery 
Cause Lists contain 304 causes and matters for hearing, as 
against 242 at the commencement of the last sittings, and 306 a 

ear ago ; and there are also 35 company matters. The arrears 
in the King’s Bench List remain practically unchanged—819, as 
against 820 at the commencement of the last sittings, there 
being 656 a year ago, So also do the lists of the Probate, &c., 
Division, which at the commencement of the last sittings con- . 
tained 424 causes, while there are now 411. 


Charitable Gifts and the Customs and Inland 
Revenue Acts. 


WE BELIEVE that inquiries have recently been made as to how 
far the account stamp duty under the Customs and Inland Revenue 
Acts, 1881 and 1889, in ~— of ue given by a deceased 
person within twelve months before his death to another, extends ~ 
to gifts to hospitals and other charities. There ap to be 
nothing to limit the application of this impost, and it may be 
necessary, especially if the term of twelve months is prolonged, as 
proposed by the Budget now under consideration, for the recipients 
of these gifts to e provision for the payment of the duty in 
the event of the death of the donor within the period prescribed 
by the Acts. This provision need not, however, involve any 
extraordinary difficulty, as it would take the form of a nse 
fund, and would, perhaps, operate as on a check u ay ee 
expenditure. We may add that a reading of some of the clauses 
of the Bill containing the new Budget has induced us to think 
that, assuming it becomes law, it will find ample employment for 
the lawyers. 


The New County Court Rules. 

WE PRINTED last week (anie, p. 555) a set of new county court 
rules to be known as the County Court Rules, 1909 (No. 2). 
The first is naplenenine to the rule—ord. 25, r. 24a—which 
was introduced in 1907 with respect to staying executions dur- 
ing the pendency of an administration order made under section 
122 of the Bankruptey Act, 1883. Where the execution is under 
the process of one court, while the order has been made by 
another, then if the debt has been notified by the debtor to the 
latter court, he may file in the former court an affidavit proving 
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the order and the notification, and the execution will thereupon 
be stayed. The present rule empowers the judge of the former 
court—-that is, the court in which the execution is issued—to 
order the execution creditor to pay the fees or expenses of the 
high bailiff so far as not allowed out of the money (if any) 
received under the execution. The second rule relates to the exer- 
cise by the county courts of jurisdiction under the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, in proceedings other than proceedings 
relating to winding up. Under section 131 the county courts 
- (except where excluded by order of the Lord Chancellor) have, 
within certain limits, jurisdiction in winding up, and section 285 
defines “the court” for the general purposes of the Act as the 
court having jurisdiction to wind up the company ; hence county 
courts which are not excluded have jurisdiction under the Act in 
matters other than those relating to winding up. This is not 
recognized, however, by section 238, which provides for the making 
of rules of procedure and as to costs and fees, and the present 
rule consequently is made under the general rule-making 
authority conferred by section 164 of the County Courts Act, 
1888. though since th‘s does not extend to fees, the consent of 
the Treasury as to the part dealing with these will be required 
under section 165. The effect of the rule is to assimilate the 
practice in the county court to that in the High Court, and to 
wake the High Court scale of costs applicable, while the court 
fees will be the same as those payable in respect of similar pro- 
ceedings under the equitable jurisdiction of the county courts. 


Newspaper Libels. 

IN A paragrapb in one of the leading society papers, the 
writer, whose identity may be easily conjectured, refers to the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal in the action of Artemus Jones 
v. Manchester Sunday Chronicle, and to what he describes as 
the dictum of FARWELL, L.J., that libellous statements are only 
published in newspapers because they are found to pay. If, he 
says, the Lord Justice means by this that the publication of 
libels is regarded as profitable by the proprietors of respectable 
journals, the observation bears no relation whatever to the truth. 
“I suppose I have had as much experience of libel actions as any 
journalist on record, and I certainly have not discovered how the 
publication of libels can be made to pay. ‘ The plain 
truth of the matter is that the law of libel is a terror to every 
newspaper proprietor and editor, and most of all in the case of 
small journals, to whose proprietors a bill of several hundred 
pounds for damages and costs spells bankruptcy. The effect of 
this state of things is that the freedom of the press is little better 
than a fiction. Facts which are perfectly well known in news- 


of the burdens on property passing on death. The ecale of 
estate duty introduced by section 17 of the Finance Act, 
1894, reached 8 per cent. when the estate was £1,000,000 and 
stopped at that rate for any excess. The Finance Act, 1907, 
started the rate of 8 per cent. at £250,000 ; 10 per cent. applied 
from £750,000 to £1,000,000, and above that figure the excess 
bore an increasing percentage until at £3,000,000 and upwards 
it was 10 per cent. on £1,000,000 and 15 per cent. on the re. 
mainder. Under the present Bill the 8 yer cent. rate is intro. 
duced at £70,000 and there are successive increases until for 
£1,000,000 and upwards it is a uniform rate of 15 per cent, 
The policy of the State annexing at death a substantial part of 
all property, and specially of large estates, has passed beyond 
the province of criticism, but it is worthy of notice that sine 
1894 the rate on the largest estates has nearly doubled. It is 
also proposed to increase the settlement estate duty from 1 to 2 per 
cent., but clause 40, which contains these changes, has a proviso 
saving from the increased duties purchasers or mortgagees of 
interestsin expectancy. Clause 42 proposes changes in the legacy 
and succession duties, and increases the 3 per cent. rate to 5 per 
cent. and the 5 and 6 per cent. rates to 10 per cent. The 1 per cent, 
rate for lineal ancestors or descendants remains the same, but the 
exemption from this 1 per cent. duty, which has been in operat‘on 
since 1894 in cases where estate duty is paid, is removed, save 
where the property paying estate duty does not exceed £15,000, or 
the amount or value of the success‘on does not exceed 
£1,000, or, in the case of a widow or a child under twenty-one, 
£2,000. The possibility of avoiding estate duty will be made 
more difficult by the provision of clause 43, extending from 
one year to five years the time during which a donor must 
survive the gift in order to exclude it from property “ passing 
on” his death. Here again the rapid growth of Treasury ideas 
is noteworthy. The period was three months under the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, s. 38. Clause 44 proposes to 
repeal the proviso to section 7 (5) of the Act of 1894, which limits 
the valuation of agricultural property to twenty-five times the 
annual value, and provides generally that in valuing property the 
normal market price at the time of the death of the deceased shall 
be taker, and no reduction made on the assumption that the whole 
property is placed on the market at one and the same time. 
Section 7 (5) adopts the price which the “ property would 
fetch if sold in the open market at the time of the death of the 
deceased,” and thus lets in the reduction which it is now proposed 
to overrule. Since the sale is only hypothetical and is intended 
as a means of arriving at the actual value, there is no reason for 
allowing any such reduction. Clause 45 introduces an important 


paper offices, and the publication of which would be to the public | change with regard to exemption from duty in the case of articles 


interest, are every day held back from publication because the | of national, scientific, or historic interest. 


cost of even a successful libel action, where there is any doubt 


Section 20 of the 
Finance Act, 1896, exempts these from estate duty if they are 


about the solvency of the plaintiff, are more than the average | settled and remain unsold. Clause 45 extends the exemption to 


newspaper cares to face. The state of things at the present date 


legacy duty, and applies the exemption, as so extended, whether 


is worse than it has ever been before, because the courts have | the property is settled or not, and so as to include articles of 
allowed the measure of damages, in cases where the plaintiff | artistic interest. 


succeeds, to be raised out of all proportion to the injury caused 
by the libel. The result is that we have got to the point where 
it pays a man well to be libelled in a newspaper.” We are bound 


Shipping Rings. 
THE REPORT of the Royal Commission on Shipping Rings, which 


to say that some ground for these observations can be found in | has just been issued, will be read with interest by those who are 
several actions which have been recently heard by the courts, but | conversant with the export trade of this country. The com- 
the question whether it is for the public benefit that a particular | missioners were directed to inquire into the operations of shipping 


matter should be published by a newspaper cannot be determined 
with anything like precision. 
deep interest in all matters of slander and defamation, and the 


rings or “ conferénces” generally, and more especially into the 
The public, we are afraid, take a | system of deferred rebates, and to report whether such operations 


have caused, or are likely to cause, injury to British or colonial 


newspaper which solicits their patronage is likely to take a liberal | trade, and if so, what remedial action, if any, should be taken by 


view of the expression “ public interest.” As to the profit to be | legislation or otherwise. 


. . . ” 
A shipping “ring ” or “ conference 


derived from newspaper libels, it is, rightly or wrongly, believed | is a combination, more or less close, of shipping companies form 
that certain journals of indifferent pre have been accus-| for the purpose of —— or restricting competition in the 


tomed to consider the losses from lega 


proceedings in respect of | carrying trade on a given tr. 


» 
e route orroutes. A ‘‘ conference 


-defamatory matter in the same category as an outlay for advertise- | has two objects. It is formed primarily to regulate competition 


ments. 


The Proposed Increased Death Duties. 


between the companies, with a view to maintaining regular rates 
of freight. 
understanding between the lines that they will charge the same 


This object is achieved by means of an agreement oF 


OUR CORRESPONDENT this week takes up the clauses of the | rates of freight. The second object is to concert measures to mest 


Finance Bill which deal with death duties—Part III. of the 


the competition of shipowners outside the conference. For this 





Bill. They propose, he says, in various ways an increase | purpose the allied companies have recourse to the system of 
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deferred rebates, by which shippers who can shew that, at the end 
of a certain period (usually four or six months), they have not 
shipped goods by any vessels other than those dispatched by 
members of the conference are entitled to be credited with a per- 
centage of the aggregate freights paid on their shipments during 
that period, and to have the amount of such percentage paid to them 
if at theend of a further period they have continued toconfine their 
shipments to vessels belonging to members of the conference. 
The chief object of the system isto bind the shipper to the con- 
ference lines by making the receipt of a sum of money, in the 
form of a rebate of freight, contingent upon absolute loyalty to the 
conference. It is urged by those who object to the system that 
it places the shipowners in possession of a monopoly, and thus gives 
them the power of charging excessive freights as well as other 
powers which are liable to be abused to the injury of British com- 
merce ; and in accordance with this view legislation has been 
enacted by the T/nited States making such shipping rings illegal. 
This is particularly the case under the Sherman Act, which is 
directed against all combinations, and has led to the abandonment 
of the deferred rebate system in the export trade of the United 
States, though it has not been effective in preventing combination. 
The report of the majority of the commission is of a conservative 
character. They do not recommend that the system of deferred 
rebates should be prohibited by law, being of opinion that its 
abolition would not restore a free fre'ght market or render a 
monopoly, and its consequent abuses, impossible. Thecommissioners 
are of opinion that, for the present, there should be instituted a 
more or less strict control by the Government of the shipping 
rings, and they urge the constitution of counter combinations on the 
part of shippersin order to give them the power of collective bar- 
gaining. They make suggestions as to how these associations 
should be formed. English merchants who consider that the re- 
bates above mentioned have caused us to lose ground as a manu- 
facturing nation will not be disposed to accept this report as a 
conclusion of the inquiry directed by the Government. 


Notices to Treat. 

THE RELATION constituted between promoters or a public body 
and a landowner by a notice to treat is an anomalous one, and it 
is not surprising that questions arising out of it should frequently 
give rise to litigation. The mere giving of the notice to treat 
does not constitute a statutory contract , oven the parties, but 
it puts matters in course for such a contract to arise subsequently. 
The immediate effect is to fix the lands which are to be the sub- 
ject of the contract, and to put it in the power of the landowner 
to insist on proceedings being taken to have the price fixed. Only 
when the price has been fixed, whether by agreement, or award, 
or the verdict of a jury, is the contract, which was initiated by 
the notice to treat, fully constituted. A leading statement of the 
law on this head is contained in the judgment of KINDERSLEY, 
V.C., in Haynes v. Haynes (1 Dr. & Sm, p. 450), and see 
Harding v. Metropolitan Railway Co. (7 Ch. 158). But while 
the landowner is entitled to hold the promoters to their notice, 
and to require them to proceed to have the purchase-money ascer- 
tained (otherby v. Metropolitan Railway Co, L. R. 2 C. P. 
188), or, for good grounds, to repudiate the notice, so that 
the promoters can put an end to the matter by withdrawing it, 
he cannot adopt a middle course and treat a notice as binding 
which at his instance has been virtually withdrawn. This point 
arose in the recent case of Wild v. Woolwich Borough Council 
(ante, p. 561) before Evg, J. There the notice was served by the 
defendant council on the plaintiffs, who were the freeholders, for 
part only of property, and the plaintiffs objected to it on this 
ground, and also because it did not cover the leasehold interest. 
A fresh notice was served for the whole of the freehold interest, 

. Which was also objected to, and was withdrawn. The plaintiffs 
then insisted that the withdrawal of the second notice revived 
the first, and that the council were liable in damages for not pro- 
ceeding under it. But the learned judge, treating the second 


notice as an amendment of the first, held that the plaintiffs were 
not entitled to claim rights under a notice which had been 
amended in consequence of their own objection, and then with- 
drawn altogether in consequence of the'r further objection. The 
landowner can elect to adhere to the notice or to repudiate it, 
but there seems no reason for allowing him a middle course. 


Domicil in Bankruptcy. 


QUESTIONS of domicil become important in the course of bank- 
ruptey proceedings when the bankrupt has property in more than 
one country or jurisdiction. It was laid down by Fry, L.J., in 
Re Artola Hermanos (24 Q.B.D., at p. 650), that “ the court of the 
domicil has the right to pronounce a universally valid judgment 
with regard to the personal property of the bankrupt.” Moreover, 
this “personal property ” isiakee, in England and in most jurir- 
dictions where English law is administered, property acquired by 
the debtor before Fis status as a bankrupt comes to an end. This 
is illustrated by the case of Re Lawson’s Trusts (1895, 1 Ch. 175), 
where the assignee or trustee in bankruptcy appointed by the 
Supreme Court of Bombay was held entitled (the debtor having 
been domiciled in Bombay) to a subsequently-acquired fund in 
England. But there is this curious feature about domicil 
—it can be changed at the will of the individual. What, 
then, happens if a bankrupt debtor changes his domicil before 
his discharge from bankruptcy? This question has recently 
been raised in Australia, where the bankruptcy trustee in 
Queensland claimed priority over the bankruptey trustee in 
Western Australia in respect of property in the latter State 
acquired by a debtor who had become bankrupt while domiciled in 
Queensland. The debtor in this case had abandoned his Queens- 
land domicil and had acquired a new domicil in Western Aus- 
tralia, where he became bankrupt a second time whilst still undis- 
charged from the Queensland bankruptcy: Hall v. Woolf (7 Com- 
monwealth L. R. 207). It was contended that the status or condi- 
tion of bankruptcy had the effect of preventing any change of 
domicil. This view, however, found no favour with the ich 
Court of Australia, and the claim of the Western Australian 
trustee was held to be the better, on the ground that, under the 
maxim mobilia sequuntur personam, the Queensland law no longer 
applied when the Queensland domicil had been abandoned for a - 
Western Australian one. 


Can Money Paid as Fees to Counsel be Recovered 
as Part of the Damages in an Action? 

Tue SixtH Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine has just 
given its decision against the right to recover in respect of fees 
paid to an avocat upon grounds which would scarcely be 
appreciated by the English courts. The plaintiff, an insur- 
ance company, had insured the employer of workmen against 
loss from accidents in the course of the employment. A claim 
having been made against the company, they made it the 
subject of inquiry, and in the course of the inquiry in- 
structed, and paid fees to, an avocat who appeared on their 
behalf. They subsequently made good the loss, and were there- 
upon subrogated to the rights of the assured, and entitled to 
proceed against the person who was the author of the mischief, 
through negligence on his part, for the purpose of recouping. 
themselves for their experditure. A question of considerable 
nicety might have arisen in an English court as to whether the 
legal expenses incurred before the action by the plaintiffs could 
be recovered as damages against the offending party, but the 
French Tribunal rejected the claim, on the ground that the 
defendant could in no event be called upon to indemnify the 

laintiff for the payment of the fees of an avocat, which are mere 
Secaneme ieaala the liability for which is strictly personal. 
Fees are the voluntary tribute of the gratitude of the client. 
The learning, the eloquence, and the integrity of the advocate 
cannot be ed as merchandize. The intervention of a 
sclicitor who is entitled to recover his bill of costs, including the 
fees which he has paid to counsel, enables an English court, 
while holding that a barrister cannot recover his fees, to allow 
the successful litigant in an action for indemnity to recover the 
amount of fees which he has paid to a barrister. 


Contempt of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, 

THE SuPREME Court of the United States has just made an 
order declaring Sheriff Sarep and Deputy-Sheriff Gipson, of the 
county of Hamilton, Tennessee, guilty of contempt by combining 
in 1905 in a conspiracy to lynch a negro named JOHNSON, who 
was sentenced to feath by the local courts on a charge of assault, 





and in whose case the Supreme Court interfered by granting an 
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appeal which had the effect of a supersedeas. On the night after 

“news of the action of the court was published, JOHNSON was 
taken by a mob out of the gaol in which he was confined and 
lynched. The case is an illustration of the delays and defects of 
criminal procedure in certain States of the Union. The charge 
against JOHNSON was of a nature to cause indignation and excite- 
ment in rural districts where the proportion of negroes is con- 
“siderable, and there was evidence that Supp had declared that 
the court was really responsible for the act of the mob. He had 
been heard to say that the people of the county of Hamilton 
were willing to let the law take its course until it became known 
that the case would not probably be disposed of for four or five 
years by the Supreme Court of the United States ; that the people 
would not submit to this, and that he did not wonder atit. It 
appeared, also, that, though there was reason to expect an attack 
from a mob, Suipp had not made the slightest preparation for 
resistance, and had made no reasonable effort to obtain the assis- 
tance of the police or militia for the purpose of saving JOHNSON, 
or to identify any one of the persons composing the mob. The 
case is regarded as of unusual importance, for it is practically the 
first time that the highest court in the United States has under- 
taken, by proceedings for contempt, to assert its dignity or to 
resent acts or words reflecting upon it. 


Personating a Ratepayer. 


WE READ that the Islington Borough Council have passed a 
resolution in favour of asking the Public Prosecutor to take action 
against a ratepayer who is alleged to have induced another person, 
by the offer of a pecunary consideration, to represent him and 
to serve a term of imprisonment for the non-payment of rates, 
The offence appears to be that of personation carried into effect by 
a conspiracy between two persons with the object of defeating the 
ordinary procedure for the recovery of rates. The offence of per- 
senation is, for the most part, regulated by particular statutes 
and does not often come up for consideration before our criminal 
tribunals, but an agreement between two or more persons to 
defeat and obstruct the due course of law is, beyond any doubt, 
an indictable offence at common law, and it is immaterial that the 
pleading does not charge a conspiracy. It has been laid down in 
some of the cases that an attempt to persuade another not to 
give evidence in a court of justice is indictable, and it must follow 
that an attempt to mislead the court by misrepresentation is 
equally criminal. Personation is, however, more prevalent in 
fiction or dramatic representation than in everyday fife, and this 
is probably the reason why it so seldom finds a place in our 
digests and reports. 


The Legality of Sweepstakes. 


WE WERE recently informed that the drawing is about to take 
place for a sweepstakes in Calcutta, for which the contributors 
are sO numerous that, although the amount of each contribution 
is small, ‘the contributor to whom the winning horse is assigned 
will receive £30,000. Readers of the reports of trials relating to 
the illegality of coupon competitions may wonder whether these 
com petitions are likely to cause as much mischief as the gigantic lot- 
tery to which we have referred, and may desire to know how far it 
is sanctioned by the law. There can be no doubt that raffles and 
sweeps are illegal transactions within the meaning of the Lottery 
Acta, being nothing more than lotteries, though nearly every London 
club has its Derby sweep. But with regard to the sweepstakes 
in Bengal, it must be remembered that, by the common law of 

, 4n action may be maintained on a wager if it be not 
against the interests or feelings of third persons, and is not con- 
trary to public policy, and the Gaming Act, 1845, which, b 
section 18, makes contracts by way of gaming and wagering null 
and void, does not extend to India. There may be good ground for 
contending that the Bengalee lottery is calculated to introduce or 
strengthen the spirit of speculation and gambling, but it appears 
to be unaffected by any of the British penal enactments. 








Un Monday last, in reply to questions by Lord R, Cecil and Sir E. 
Carson, with regard to smuedping the congestion of business in the 
King’s Bench Division, Mr. Asquith said : ‘I am afraid that I cannot 
say further at raceme I am in communication with the 


Lord Chief Justice on the sub 





Charge of Debts and the Land. 
Transfer Act, 1897. 


To a certain extent the Land Transfer Act, 1897, has assimi- 
lated real estate to personal. It has made real estate devolye 
upon the personal representative ; it has applied generally the 
rules relating to the powers, rights, duties, and liabilities of 
personal representatives in respect of personal estate to 
real estate; and it has enacted that, in the administration 
of the assets of a deceased person, his real estate shall be 
administered “in the same manner, subject to the same 
liability for debts, costs, and expenses, and with the same 
incidents as if it were personal estate.” From all this it might 
be inferred that the distinction between real and personal estate 
for the purpose of administration has been taken away, and that 
rules which depend on this distinction are no longer in foree, 
One of these rules is that a charge of debts by will on real 
estate has a greater efficacy in regard to the Statute of Limita. 
tions than such a charge on personalestate. As regards the per- 
sonal estate, such a charge did not formerly vary the rights of 
creditors. It was the duty of the executors to pay debts out of 
the personal estate, and the direction of the testator that this 
should be done, or the declaration of a trust for the purpose, did 
not affect this duty. “The executors,” said Lord LyNDHURST 
in Scott v. Jones (4 Cl. & F., p. 397), “ take the estate subject to 
the claim of the creditors ; they are, in point of law, the tiustees 
for the creditors ; the trust is a legal trust, and there is nothing 
whatever added to their legal liabilities from the mere circum 
stance of the testator himself declaring in express terms that 
the estate shall be subject to payment of his debts.” But as 
regards real estate the case was different. Real estate became, 
indeed, under successive statutes, liable to be taken for payment 
of the debts of a testator ; but this was only in pursuance of 
specific remedies, and the liability did not, of course, attach upon 
= spa estate at the testator’s death. Hence if by his will he 
created a trust for payment of debts out of real estate, or charged 
them on such estate, he imposed on the real estate in the hands 
of the heir or devisee a burden of a nature different from that 
to which it would at law be subject, and the creditor was entitled 
to the benefit of the Statute of Limitations applicable to the case ; 
and in the case of a trust for payment of debts, the bar of the 
statute was removed entirely as regards debts not already barred 
at the death of the testator. Guar the Real Property Limite 
tion Act, 1874, however, the existence of a trust ceased to be 
operative in this manner to save debts charged on land, and the 
creditor in that case was subject to the limitation of twelve 
years imposed by section 8 of the statute: Fe Stephens (48 
Ch. D. 39). 

If, ey the provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, above 
referred to, have had the effect of removing the distinction 
between real and personal estate as regards liability for the debts 
of a testator, it would follow that the distinction as regards the 
Statute of | Limitations has gone as well, and that an express 
charge of debts on real estate no longer gives creditors the 
benefit of the twelve years’ period. This contention was 
put forward in the recent case of Re Balls (1909, 1 Ch. 791) 
before SwInFEN Eapy, J. There a testator devised and bequeathed 
all his real and personal estate to trustees on trust for sale and 
conversion, and for payment of his debts and funeral and teste 
mentary expenses out of the proceeds. There were debts which at 
the time of the proceedings would be barred if they were subject to 
the six years’ limitation under the Limitation Act, 1623, but 
would not be barred if they were entitled to the twelve years 

riod of section 8 of the Act of 1874 as béing charged on land. 
Under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the duty was —— on 
the executors to pay the debts out of real estate, and hence, if 
there were nothing more in that statute, it seems that the 
principle of Scott v. Jones (supra) would apply. The testator's 
direction as to payment of his debts woul as superfluous 8 
relation to the real estate as in relation to the personal estate, 
and it would not affect the period of limitation. Consequently, 
in the present case the debts in question would have been bar 

But section 2 (3) of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, which places 
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the real estate in the same position as the personal estate with 


view of SwInFEN Eapy, J., prevents this result. “ Provided ”— 
so the sub-section concludes—“ that nothing herein contained 
shall alter or affect the order in which real and personal assets 
respectively are now applicable in or towards the payment of 
funeral and testamentary expenses, debts, or legacies, or the 
liability of the real estate to be charged with the payment of 
legacies.” The meaning of these words seems to be sufficiently 
clear. Prior to the Act, rules had been established as to the order 
in which real and personal estate was applicable for payment of 
debts. Personal estate was applicable first; then, in the 
following order, real estate devised on trust to pay debts, 
real estate descended, and real estate charged with debts. 
And the Act of 1897, while it made all the real estate applic- 
able for this purpose in the hands of the executors, was not 
toalter the order in which the various classes of property were to 
be applied. The difference is that the executors are now able 
to apply the real and personal estate in the payment of debts 
without the intervention of the court, and a creditor, pro- 
vided he gets paid, is not concerned to see out of what fund 
the payment comes. But the executors, while they are 
entitled to resort to any part of the property, must not 
needlessly depart from the order of application of assets pre- 
scribed by the former law, and if they have taken tte property of 
a beneficiary and applied it for this purpose out of its due order, 
then the matter must be set right by marshalling: Re Kempster 
(1906, 1 Ch. 446). 

Hence it is not correct to say that a trust to pay debts out of, 
or a charge of debts upon, real estate is futile, so as to bring real 
estate within the principle of Scott v. Jones (supra.) That principle 
is that where the trust or charge dees not affect the legal liabili- 
ties of the executors, it is ineffectual to alter the currency of the 
statutory period of limitation. The executors, indeed, in the 
absence of the charge, are liable to pay debts out of the whole real 
and personal estate, but they are to have recourse to that estate 
in the proper order of administration, and the express charge of 
debts on land indicates the property out of which the debts are 
to be paid. Swinren Eapy, J., held, accordingly, that the 
charge still gives the creditors the benefit of the twelve years’ 
period of limitation ; though where the realty and personalty are 
converted into a mixed fund and the debts charged on the whole, 
this period only applies to a part of the debts proportionate to the 
value of the realty: Fe Stephens (supra). tn the present case 
there was no personalty, so that this last point did not arise. 








The Duties Affecting Land under 


the Finance Bill, 1909. 


II. 


Hirierto when a man has sold property of any nature he has 
been able to foresee exactly what part of the purchase-money he 
will receive. In the case of land, he had to pay his solicitors’ bill 
and the costs of valuation, and the amount of both of these pay- 
ments could be ascertained by inquiry before he offered the pro- 
perty for sale. The Finance Bill has changed this so far as land 
is concerned. Government officials have the right to determine 
what part of the wpreutgs J they will take under the name 
of “increment value duty.” Now, while we do not suppose that 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, or the referee appointed by 
Government, will endeavour to act unreasonably, we feel that 
the power vested in them is one of a most serious: nature, and, so 
far as we are aware, this is the first time where the amount to be 
— by a subject to the Government has to be ascertained by a 
vernment official without an appeal to a court of law. 

We need ye warn our readers that it is impossible for us to 
enter into a detailed discussion of the provisions of the Bill. All 
that we can do is to give a general account of them, and we must 
ask our readers to consider the Bill carefully, as unless they do soit’ 


Valuations for purposes of duties on land values. 


The provisions as to valuations are contained in clauses 14 to 
23 inclusive. Clause 14 provides that: 


14.—(1) For the purposes of this Part of this Act, the total value 
of land means the amount which the fee simple of the land, if sold at 
the time in the open market by a willing seller in its then condition, 
might be expected to realize. 

(2) For the purposes of this Part of this Act the site value of land 
means the amount which the fee simple of the land, if sold at the 
time in the open market by a willing seller, might be expected to 
realize if the were divested of any buildings, and of any other 
structures (including fixed or attached machinery) on, in, or under 
the surface, which are appurtenant to or used in connection with pees | 
such buildings, and of all growing timber, fruit trees, fruit bushes, 
other things growing thereon. 

(3) For the purposes both of total value and site value, land shall 
be deemed to be sold free from incumbrances, but subject to any 
easements affecting the land, and toany covenant restricting the use 
of the land entered into before the thirtieth day of April nineteen 
hundred and nine, where, in the opinion of the commissioners, the 
restraint imposed by the covenant is reasonably n in the 
interests of the public, or in view of the character and surroundin 
of the neighbourhood, and the opinion of the commissioners shall 
in this case be final and not subject to an appeal. 

(4) The commissioners shall allow as deductions from the site 
value of any land— 

(a) Any part of that site value which is proved tothe satisfaction 
of the commissioners to be directly attributable to works 
of a permanent character execu bond fide or on behalf 
of any person interested in the land for the purpose of fitting 
the land for use as building land or for the purpose of any 
business, trade or industry other than agriculture ; and 

(6) Any sums which in the opinion of the commissioners it would 
be necessary to expend in order to divest the land of build- 
ings, timber, trees, or other things of which it is to be taken 
tobe divested for the purpose of arriving at the site value, 
and of which it would be necessary to divest the land for 
the purpose of realizing the full site value ; 

and the site value as reduced by those deductions shall be taken to 
= the site value as ascertained for the purposes of this Part of this 
ct. 
(5) The provisions of this section are not applicable for the purpose 
of the valuation of min 


It is by no means easy to make even a guess at what is the 
ratio that the site value bears to the total value of the land. 
Probably it varies very much according to the nature or position 
of the land. The London County. Council have a large vacant 
piece of land near Aldwych, and probably in this case the true 
value and the site value are approximately the same. On the 
other hand, in the case of woodlands in the Weald of Kent or 
Sussex, where the costs of clearing the land from timber and 
other things growing on the.land is more than what the timber, 
&c., when severed would sell for, the site value must be very 
small, if, indeed, according to the Act, it is to be deemed to 
have any value at all. 

The question of ordinary agricultural land is difficult. The, 
buildings on a farm that would sell for £1,600 or £1,700 may 
be worth £700 or £800. This has to be deducted from the true 
value, and itis also al'owable to deduct the costs of divesting 
the land of the buidings, trees, &c. Some doubt may be felt 
whether the costs of grubbing hedges can be deducted from the 
true value in order to arrive at the site value. In common fair- 
ness this ought to be done ; but having regard to the doctrine of 
ejusdem generis, it is probable the words “and other thin 
growing thereon,” at the end of sub-section 2, do not include 
growing hedges. 

Now, what would be the probable amount for which the land 
would be sold if all other buildings, &c., were removed ? A vendor 
could not use the land unless he replaced them, and the cost of so 
doing would be greater than the value of the buildings which were 

ulled down, as new buildings are more valuable than old ones. 

he result would be that the site value would be very small. 

The provisions of section 14, sub-section 4 (a), are harsh as 
regards agricultural land. It will be remembered that increment 
mm duty depends upon the amount by which the site value 
exceeds the original site value at the time when the duty becomes 
due. In the estimation of site value duty, the commis- 
sioners are to allow for permanent ree except 





will not be possible for them to understand it. 
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agricultural land should be put into a worse position than land 
used for building or manufacturing purposes. 

The question as to what is the site value of a house in a town is 
also one of great difficulty. Probably if vacant land is let for 
building purposes at a ground-rent, the capital value of the 
ground-rent, calculated according to the 4 per cent. table, is 
approximately the site value. But in other cases it will be 
impossible for any person who is not an expert to make even a 
guess at the site value of a house in a town. 

It appears from sub-section (3) that, in the case of land bound by 
restrictive covenants entered into before the 13th of April, 1909, 
the commissioners have full power either to allow or disallow the 
existence of the covenants to be taken into consideration in 
estimating the total value or site value, but apparently no such 
covenant is to be taken into consideration if it is entered into after 
that date. The effect will be, that although the owner of a plot 
of land on a building estate is bound by the covenants, the 
commissioners are the sole judges whether the existing 
restrictive covenants ought or ought not to be taken into 
consideration in estimating the value of a plot of land of an 
existing building estate. The consequence will be to render it 
difficult to deal with building estates, and it will be ruinous to free- 
hold land societies. The reader may say that an intending vendor 
knows whether the covenant has or has not been taken into account 
in estimating the site value, but, as we shall see, when he sells a 
fresh estimate of the site value has to be made. So that the commis- 
sioners may, on making the original or periodic valuation, take the 
covenant into account so as to reduce the site value, and on the occa- 
sion of the sale they may decline to do so and thus enhance the site 
value. No one supposes that the commissioners, would intention- 
ally act with harshness, but it appears to us that this is a power 
that ought not to be vested in any body of men however eminent, 
and it must be remembered that commissioners will not themselves 
inspect the property, but will have to act on the opinion of one of 
their officers, and that, as above pointed out, the decision of the 
referee (a Government official) is to be final. Considering the 
enormous increase of property bound by restrictive covenants 
during the last few years, it is obvious that covenants of this 
nature are found useful in practice, and it is difficult to understand 
the reason for the provision under discussion. 

Probably where vacant land is let for building, the ground- 
rent capitalized at 4 per cent. represents the site value. It is 
perbaps impossible to say what is the ratio between the true 
value and the site value of houses in towns, a matter which is 
sometimes of importance, 

Section 15 provides that : 

**(1) For the purposes of this Part of this Act, the total value of 
minerals means the amount which the fee simple of the 
minerals, if sold in the open market by a willing seller in 
their then condition, might be expected to realize, and the 
capital value of minerals means the total value, after allow- 
ing such deduction (if any) as the commissioners may allow 
for any sums which are proved to the satisfaction of the 
commissioners to have been spent on boring or other opera- 
tions carried out by the owner or his predecessor in title for 
the purpose of bringing the minerals into working, or where 
the minerals have tan partly worked, such part of those 
sums as is, in the opinion of the commissioners, proportionate 
to the amount of minerals ungotten. (2). Except where the 
context otherwise requires, any references to this Part of 
this Act to the site value of land shall, in cases where the 
land consists solely of minerals, or comprises minerals, 
include a reference to the capital value of the minerals.” 

Probably the average Member of Parliament has not the least 
idea what is the meaning of “ minerals” in an Act of Parliament : 
the term means everything that can be got from underneath the 
surface of the earth for profit. Now, there are many places where 
it would be possible to quarry stone at a profit if you did not 
mind the loss due to the damage done to the surface. If often 
happens that agricultural land contains brick-earth that could be 
worked at a profit, but the annual profit might be less than the 
rent of the land. It ought to be made clear that in cases of this 
nature no mineral rights duty should be charged. 

In mining districts most landowners would be only too glad to 
work their minerals if they could be worked at a profit. But it 
often happens that the cost of sinking pits would be so large that 


they could be worked would be to wait till neighbouring mines 
were worked up to the boundary so as to enable the landowner to 
work the mines by instroke. According to the Bill the owner is 
to pay “ mineral rights duty” on these minerals. 

It is probably clear that where there are several seams of coal, 
of which one only is worked, duty will have to be paid on the 
unworked seams. In Wales or Cumberland the whole of a 
mountain may consist of slate. The owner works it and gets 
yearly as many slates as he can sell at a profit. Is he to pay 
duty on the rest of the mountain ? 

It has been stated in Parliament that there can be no diffi 
culty in valuing ungotten minerals, because it is found in practice 
that no difficulty occurs in valuing minerals under a railway 
when the adjoining owner wishes to work them. In this case 
the minerals have, in most cases, been worked to within forty 
yards of the railway, and there will be but little risk in saying 
that the minerals under the 1ailway are of the same nature as 
those that have been actually worked. The case is different 
when we deal with a large mineral estate. We lately saw a case 
where mining leases, extending over many hundred acres, had 
been granted by different owners to different lessees. In the 
course of working, it was discovered that a fault, which was 
known to exist, ran in a different direction to that in which it 
was, at the time when the leases were granted, supposed to run, 
so that the value of the unworked minerals comprised in each 
lease was very different from what it was supposed to be. 

H. W. E. 
(To be continued.) 








Reviews. 
Jurisprudence. 


THE ScIENCE oF JURISPRUDENCE: A TREATISE IN WHICH THE 
Growts of Positive Law 1s UNFOLDED BY THE HIsTORICAL 
METHOD AND ITs ELEMENTS CLASSIFIED AND DEFINED BY THE 
ANALYTICAL. By Hannis Taytor, LL.D. New York: The 
Macmillan Co. 
The faults of this book begin on the title page. The title is 

too high-sounding, and leads to expectations that are disappointed, 

The preface, of some fifteen pages, is also out of all proper 

perspective. At p. xv. of the preface a claim to originality 

is made in the following terms: “This far-reaching generalisa- 
tion, now submitted to the consideration of stuaents of the 

Science of Jurisprudence for the first time, so far as the 

author knows, has been subjected in advance to the searching 

and approving criticism of a few of the most eminent jurists 
of the Mnglish-speaking world.” This refers to the discovery that 

“the State systems ot Continental Europe,” “those of Latin 

America,” and “that of the State of Louisiana” have succeeded 

in “blending... the strongest elements of “Roman and 

English law”—i.e., . Roman private law and _ English 

public law. What this really amounts to is that “the 

seventeen Latin-American republics . . . . have adopted English 
constitutions in the North American form, while retaining the 
private law drawn from Roman sources,” and the constitutions 
of Mexico, Brazil, etc., are accordingly dealt with at considerable 
length in Chapter VI. But all this, interesting enough in its 
proper place, is out of place in a book entitled “ The Science of 

Jurisprudence.” The book, in fact, consists of a number of 

disconnected essays on juridical and political subjects, and many 

of the statements in these essays the author is content to fortify 
by references to textbooks not of first-class authority on the points 

for which they are cited. One instance will suffice. On p. 49%, 

the subject of the Roman foundation of Scottish law is refer 

te, and in a footnote a passage is quoted which contains these 
words : “ Voet is still a leading authority in the Scotch Courts. 

This passage is taken, not from a Scottish text-book, as one might 

reasonably expect, but from a well-known book)on South African 

Roman-Dutch law. There is one feature of Dr. Taylor’s book at 

all events which will interest English lawyers—an appendix com 

taining “the epoch-making tract of Pelatiah Webster, in whi 
is embodied the first draft of the existing Constitution of the 

United States.” For the rest of the book, though there is much 

in it well worth perusal, the general impression conveyed is 

of a skilfully arranged collection of ideas and statements for the 

most part fairly well known already. 
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Books of the Week. 


Handbook on the Formation, Management, and Winding-up of 
Joint-Stock Companies. By F. Gorr-Browne, M.A, KC. and 
Witu1amM JorDAN, Company Registration and Parliamentary Agent. 
Thirtieth Edition. J me & Sons (Limited). 


Jones’ County Court Guide : a Practical Manual of the Ordinary 
Procedure in these Tribunals, including Practical Information upon 
Evidence, Special Defences, &c.; with Appendices of Table of Fees, 
Solicitors’ Costs, Precedents and Useful Forms. By CHARLEs JoNEs, 
Fourth and Revised Edition. Effingham Wilson. 








Correspondence. 


The Demand for More Judges. 
[To the Editur of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Do we really want more judges? This question is constantly 
recurring—-the last time by Mr. Justice Phillimore during the present 
week—and has been frequently raised in past years. The chief excuse 
for the call lately has been the mci new business arising from 
criminal appeals. 

[ venture to differ from the opinion of the bench as to the best 
method for dealing with this matter, and suggest that our judges 
should do a little more work by lessening their present vacations. 
The judges and the bar take convenient opportunities from time to 
time of pressing the necessity upon the hie of having more judges; 
and since extravagance is the present order of the day in all matters 
connected with the application of public moneys, extending from old- 
age pensions, large contributions to the unemployed, feeding poor 
children, to the raising of salaries of Cabinet Ministers, we shall 
probably have the present wish gratified unless the public express 
their objections, and so put a spoke in the wheel of needless extra 
public expenditure. 

I venture, as a humble limb of the law, to assert that there is not 
the slightest necessity for spénding some thousands of pounds more 
in order to increase the strength of the judicial bench. 

In assize work the legal profession know well how much time 
might be saved which at present is absolutely wasted ; and in regard 
to vacations, why should judges and the bar be entitled to such 
lengthy holidays as no other profession enjoy? 

Let us take the legal year from last Christmas, when the courts 
rose for three weeks ; at Easter there was another holiday of a fort- 
night ; again the same at Whitsuntide ; and then comes the Long 
Vacation at the beginning of August extending to the 11th October— 
the four vacations amounting to eighteen weeks, or more than one- 
third of the whole year! This is exclusive of the odd days which are 
often taken by judges for their own private convenience and pleasure. 
As rezards court work on Saturdays throughout the year, we know 
it is often little more than a farce. 

It is really a scandal that there should be such a long period of 

vacations in each year when well-paid Government officials, drawing 
salaries of £5,000 a year or more, do no work whatever. Surely this 
might be reduced by one-third at the least, and so the present staff of 
Judges, with some new arrangements and economies of time in respect 
of assize work, would have ample time for criminal appeals as well 
as other special work, such as election petitions, &c. 
_ The real difficulty in bringing about such a change is that the 
judges, in connection with the Lord Chancellor, fix their own vacations. 
If this was in other and independent hands we might expect a speedy 
reform ; but the judges, or the Lord Chancellor, as their chief, Zz not 
care to reform Ronesives when it lessens appreciably the ease and 
comfort which they have enjoyed from time immemorial. 

If, as some may urge, the judges really require at mature or old 
age the present length of vacations for their onerous duties, there is 
an easy reply by making a rule that no one should be eligible asa 
judge of the High Court who was over fifty years of age at the time 
of his appointment : there is always a large number of able men with 
ripe experience between forty and fifty who would make excellent 
judges, and the country would then derive far more benefit from their 
services than when they reach the declining age of sixty and upwards. 

In most public offices, and in large banks, it is usually the rule 
that chiefs of departments and managers should retire at sixty if they 
80 desire, but retirement is made compulsory at sixty-five. Why 
should not the country, in the interests of justice, be served in the same 
manner, and so have the best years of a man’s life ? 

Lendon, June 9, A Crry Soxicrfor, 


{Are not our esteemed correspondent’s suggestions rather 
counsels of perfection !— Ep. S.J.] 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


SALMON v. QUIN & AXTENS (LIM.) AND OTHERS. 2ist May. 


Companies — Powers — MANAGEMENT — ResotuTion — D1ssENTIENT 
Director — CONFIRMATION AT GENERAL MEETING — ARTICLES OF 
ASSOCIATION. 


A resolution was submitted to an extraordinary general meeting of 
the company and carried on a poll. The managing director, who had 
objected to the resolution on behalf of himself aa other shareholders, 
thereupon commenced an action in the Chancery Division, and moved 
for an injunction to restrain the company and the two other directors: 
from acting upon it. Warrington, J., dismissed the motion. The Court 
of Appeal, following Automatic Self-cleansing Filter Syndicate Co. 
(Limited) v. Cuningham (1906, 2 Ch. 34), granted the injunction, on the 
ground that the resolution was invalid, being inconsistent with the 
articles (53 Soticrrors’ Journat 150; 1909, 1 CA. 311). 

The House of Lords affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal. 


Appeal by the defendants, Quin & Axtens (Limited), William R. 
Axtens, and E. §. Boys-Tombs, directors of the said company, from 
a judgment of the Court of Appeal. The company was incorporated 
in 1905 as a company limited i aiaves orn For the purpose of 
taking over as a going concern a business carried on in the Brixton- 
road, under the style of Quin & Axtens. The shares were held in such 
a way that Mr. Axtens*had a majority over Mr. Salmon. At the 
extraordinary general meeting in question Mr. Axtens was supported 
by other shareholders, and the decision of the meeting was adverse 
to the position Mr. Salmon took up with regard to the resolution. 
The articles of association provided by article 75 that the company 
should be managed by a board of three directors, which might exercise 
all the powers of the company, subject, nevertheless, to the provisions 
of the articles and to such — (being not inconsistent with such 
articles) as might be prescri by the company in general meeting. 
Article 80 was to the effect that no resolution of a meeting of the 
directors having for its object any of the specified matters therein 
set out—the borrowing of money, the entering into certain classes of 
contracts, and so forth—should be valid or binding unless the pre- 
scribed notice in writing of the meeting should have been given to 
each of the managing directors, and ‘ neither of them shall have dis- 
sented therefrom in writing before or at the meeting at which such 
resolution is put to the vote.’’ At a board meeting a resolution on the 
subject, coming within article 80, was passed by two of the directors 
against the vote of one of the nome - 4 directors, who thereupon 
entered a formal objection in writing. The resolution was submitted 
to an extraordinary general meeting of the company, and carried on 
a poll. The managing director, who had objected to the resolution, 
thereupon brought this action, and moved for an injunction to restrain 
the company and the other two directors from acting upon it. The 
Court of Appeal, reversing Warrington, J., held that the resolution 
was invalid. The company and the two defendant directors appealed 
to their lordships’ house. At the close of the appellants’ case, 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the ap should be dismissed. 
There was, in his judgment, no solid ground for the appeal. Articles 
75 and 80, read together, amounted to this : That the directors should 
manage the concerns of the company, but were debarred from doin 
certain things unless due notice in writing was given and the directo 
were unanimous. The resolution referred to one of these things, and 
Mr. Salmon had objected, and had put his objection into writing. The 
resolution, therefore, was invalid, and Mr. Salmon was entitled to an 
injunction until the trial of his action or further notice. 

Lords MACNAGHTEN, JAMES, and SHAw agreed, and the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal was accordingly confirmed.—Counskt, Upjohn, 
K.C., Cave, K.C., and W. EB. Vernon, for the appellants; Jessel, K.C., 
Daldy, and Nutter, for the respondent. Soticrrors, Redfern, Hunt, 
& Co. ; Bartlett & Gluckstein. 

[Reported by Ersxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


HERTFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL v. GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY 
CO, No. 1. 19th May. 


Higuways—Levet Crosstncs—Reparrs—Inciinep AppROACHES—NoR- 
THERN AND EasTeRN Rattway Co. Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Witt. 4, c. crm.), 
s. 31. 


By a private Act of 1836 the defendant company were authorised to 
construct a railway. Section 31 of that Act contained provisions of a 
character similar to those in section 16 of the Railways Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, authorizing the company, inter alia, to make 
bridges, inclined planes, d-c., and to divert and alter highways for the 

urpose of carrying them over, under, or by the side of the railway. 
Binder this Act the comets for the purpose of carrying public carriage 
roads over the railway by level crossings where the railway was raised 
on an embankment, formed inclined approaches to the crossings. 

Held, affirming the decision of Jelf, J. (reported 1909, 1 K. B. 368), 
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that the company were liable for the maintenance of the approaches 
and the portion of the highways on the approaches as well as the 
actual level crossings. 

Appeal by the defendant company from a judgment of Jelf, J., on 
a special case stated by consent pursuant to R. 8. C. ord. 34. The 
defendants, by their private Act of 1836, which contained in section 31 
provisions of a character similar to those in section 16 of the Railways 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, were authorized, inter alia, to make 
oer construct upon, across, under or over the said railway . . . such 
inclined planes . . . bridges and roadways... as they should think 
proper, and also to divert or alter the course of any roads or ways, 
or to raise or sink any roads or ways in order the more conveniently 
to carry the same over or under or by the side of the said railway .. . 
and also from time to time to alter, repair or discontinue the before- 
mentioned works, and to substitute others in their stead . . . doing 
as little damage as might . and the said company making full 
satisfaction for all damages . . . ”’ The defendants, in 
making their railway for the purpose of carrying public carriage roads 
over the railway by level crossings where the railway was carried on 
an embankment, formed inclined approaches to the crossings. The 
question raised by the special case was whether the defendants ought, 
as of right, and were bound, to repair and keep in repair the inclined 
approaches and highways referred to in the endorsement on the writ. 
Jelf, J., decided against the defendants, who thereupon appealed. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., said that the learned judge had held the 
company liable on the principle that where a y of persons for 
their own benefit were authorized by statute to cut through a public 
road they were bound to do what was necessary to make, maintain, and 
keep an equally convenient passage for the public. In his opinion that 
principle was applicable to the present case. The appeal therefore 
failed. 

Fietcuer Movutton and Farwewt, L.JJ., agreed, and the appeal 
was therefore dismissed, with costs.—CounsrLt, Bankes, K.C., and 
Courthope Munroe, for the appellants; Danckwerts, K.C., and R. D. 
Muir, for the respondents. Soxticrrors, Ydward Moore; Mason & Co., 
for C. E. Longmore, Hertford. 

[Reported by Enexins Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CURTIS v. BLACK & CO. No. 2. 26th May. 


MASTER AND WoRKMAN —- WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION — INDUSTRIAL 
Di1seasE—SEAMAN—DISEASE CONTRACTED ON BoaRpD SHip—WoRKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), ss. 7 anp 8. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, does not apply to the case 
of a seaman who contracts an industrial disease while serving on board 
his ship. 

This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Liverpool 
County Court sitting as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1906. The applicant Curtis, who was formerly in the employ- 
ment of the respondents as a boatswain, alleged that 4 was suffering 
from lead poisoning, and that this was due to the nature of his employ- 
ment. He had been employed as boatswain by the respondents on 
their vessels during the last nine years, with a few occasional breaks. 
As boatswain he had to assist in painting the ships’ holds, and it 
was his duty to mix the paint. This necessitated the use of white 
lead and also of red lead. The red lead was supplied in a dry form, 
the white in paste. He was employed three or four voyages a year 
for six or eight months on this work. He suffered from lead poisoning 
in December, 1900. The attack then lasted five months. The last 
ship upon which he was employed by the respondents was 7'he Kelvin 
Head. He joined that vessel in Manchester on the 28th of August, 
1907. He was discharged in New York in April, 1908. On this voyage 
he was employed in mixing the paints, and during the course of the 
work he became incapacitated by reason of wrist drop. He returned 
to England from New York and was attended for lead poisoning. On 
the 24th of January, 1909, he saw Dr. Young, the certifying surgeon 
for the Liverpool district under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
who certified that he suspended Curtis from his usual employment on 
account of his having contracted lead poisoning. The county court 
judge found as a fact that the applicant was suffering from lead 
poisoning and was disabled théreby from following his employment, 
and that this was due to the nature of his employemnt by the respondents 
within twelve months preceding the date of his visit to Dr. Young. 
His honour was, however, of opinion that this particular case was not 
within the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. Under section 8, sub- 
section 1, of the Act three grounds of claim were given which entitled 
a workman to compensation in the case of an industrial disease: (1) 
Where the certifying surgeon appointed under the Factory and Work- 
shops Act, 1901, for the .district in which a workman was employed 
certified that the workman was suffering from a disease mentioned in 
the third schedule to the Act, and was thereby disabled from earning 
full wages at the work at which he was employed; (2) a workman, in 
pursuance of any special rules or regulations made under the Factory 
and Workshops Act, 1901, suspended from his usual employment on 
account of having contracted any such disease; (3) the death of a 
workman was caused by any such disease. It was admitted that this 
case did not come within the second of these alternatives, and that 
there were no rules or regulations made under the Factory and Work- 
shops Act applicable to his employment; and in regard to the first of 
these alternatives the applicant was not a workman employed within 
any district to which a certifying surgeon had been appointed. It was, 
he thought, clear that the framers of this Act did not contemplate the 





case of an industrial disease arising at sea and from work done at sea, 
The machinery employed for the establishment of a claim, in his 
opinion, excluded from the benefit of the Act a seaman whose disease 
arises from employment on the ocean, and not within any district 
within which there is a certifying surgeon. His award, therefore, was 
in favour of the respondents, with costs. Curtis appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey and Kennepy, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that he thought that the county court judge 
was perfectly right. His lordship did not know whether this was an 
intentional omission from the Act, but it was plain, to his mind, that 
before a workman could claim the benefit of section 8 there must be 
a certificate from a surgeon appointed under the Factory and Work- 
shops Act, 1901, for the district in which the workman was employed. 
There could be no surgeon so appointed in the case of a seaman, and 
to was impossible. to read the section as it stood without holding that 
it did not apply to the case of a seaman. The appeal must be 
dismissed. 

Bucktey, L.J., said that section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, brought a seaman within the Act, and the question was 
whether section 8 applied to the case of a seaman. Sub-sections 1 
and 2 of section 8 were expressed in such a form as to be incapable 
of being applied to a seaman. It seemed to follow that sub-section 3, 
which applied to the case of a death, fell within the same category. 
However, that question did not arise, as the man was not dead. There 
was nothing in section 8 which enabled the Act to be applied to the 
present case. The judgment of the county court judge was right, and 
must be affirmed. 

Kennepy, L.J., agreed.—Counsgt, W. J. Lias; A. Hyslop Macwell, 
Soticrrors, Gibson & Weldon, for Quilliam & Son, Liverpool; Harvey 
Clifton, for Weightman, Pedder, & Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrruine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BELLERBY v. HEYWORTH & BOWEN. No. 2. 2ist May. 


Dentist—UREGISTERED PERSON-—DESCRIPTION—SPECIALLY QUALIFIED TO 
Practise Dentistry—Dentists Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 33), s. 3 


Inasmuch as the Dentists Act, 1878, does not make it illegal for an 
unqualified person to practise dentistry, it is not illegal for him to 
announce that hz does so. Accordingly when three partners, none of 
whom were registered as dentists or were qualified medical practitioners, 
fixed upon the partnership premises a notice in the following terms :— 
Bellerby, Heyworth & Bowen. Finest Artificial Teeth. Painless Ez- 
traction. Advice Free. Mr. Heywarth Attends Here,” 

Held, that the notice did not allege that the partners or any of them 
were specially qualified to practise dentistry, nor constitute an offence 
against section 5 of the Dentists Act, 1878. 

Emslie v. Paterson (24 R. [Just. Cas.] 77) followed. 

Barnes v. Brown (1909, 1 K. B. 38) overruled. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Parker, J. The plaintiff 
entered into partnership with the defendants in the business of the 
‘‘extraction and adaptation of teeth’’ from February 1, 1909, for the 
term of one year. By clause 10 of the 1st of the articles of partner- 
ship it was provided that if any of the partners should take or use 
in any way whatever any name, title, addition, or description or other- 
wise do anything which should be an offence and in contravention of 
the Dentists Act, 1878, or the Medical Act, 1886, or any statute 
regulating the profession or practice of dentists in the United King- 
dom, then the other or others of the partners might, by notice in 
writing given to the partner or partners so acting in contravention, 
determine the partnership as regards such last-mentioned partner or 
partners. On the 9th February, 1909, the defendants fixed upon the 
pertnership premises. the following notice :—‘‘ Bellerby, Heyworth, & 
Bowen. Finest artificial teeth. Painless extraction. Advice free. Mr. 
Heyworth attends here.’’ The defendants insisted on retaining this 
notice contrary to the wish of the plaintiff, who alleged that the notice 
was a contravention of section 3 of the Dentists Act, 1878, on the 
ground that none of the partners was registered as a dentist pursuant 
to the Dentists Act, 1878, nor was any of them a legally qualified 
medical practitioner. Accordingly on the 12th of February, 1909, the 
plaintiff gave the defendants notice in writing under clause 10 putting 
an end to the partnership. The defendants alleged that the notice 
published by them was legal and proper, and denied that the plaintiff 
was entitled to give notice of dissolution of the partnership. The 
plaintiff accordingly brought the present action to have it declared that 
the partnership was duly dissolved by the notice served by him. At 
the trial before Parker, J., it was admitted by both sides that the 
notice published by the defendants could not be denied to be an offence 
against section 3 of the Dentists Act, 1878, having regard to the decision 
ot the Divisional Court in Barnes v. Brown (1909, 1 K. B. 38). Parker, 
J., accordingly made the declaration asked for*by the plaintiff, and 
granted the consequential relief. The defendants sppenied. 


Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Buckigy and KeEnnepy, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that this was in reality an appeal from 
the decision of the Divisionai Court in Barnes v. Brown (supra). The 
case undoubtedly raised a point of importance as to the true meaning 
and effect of the Dentists Act, 1878. To start with, it was not really 
disputed that there was nothing in the Act which prevented a man from 
doing dentist’s work. It was not wrong under the Act for any man to 
dv dentist’s work, and it was rot wrong for him to inform the public 
that he did that which it was lawful for him to do. But the Act 
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enacted, to put it shortly, that there should be a register, and that 

rsons who could get on that register must have certain quailfications. 

hen came section 5: ‘“‘ A person shall not be entitled to take or use 
the name or title of ‘dentist’ (either alone or in combination with 
any other word or words), or of ‘ dental practitioner,’ or any name, 
title, addition, or description implying that he is registered under this 
Act, or that he is a person specially qualified to practise dentistry 
unless he is registered under this Act.’’ As his lordship read that 
section, it was directed to the personal description of a man as dis- 
tinguished from the description of the work, which he did. He did not 
propose to express any opinion as to the precise effect to. be given 
to the words ‘‘ specially qualified.’” In his lordship’s view that matter 
did not arise for decision. What had the defendants done? [His lord- 
ship stated the facts, and continued :] His lordship asked, himself what 
there was in that which was taking or using the name or title of dentist 
or of dental practitioner, or any name, title, addition, or description 
implying that they were registered under the Act, or were persons 
specially qualified to practise dentistry? He desired to adopt for 
himself the language of the Lord Justice Clerk in Emslie v. Patterson 
(24 R. 77) :—‘‘ If the appellant can without any breach of the criminal 
law extract teeth and put in false teeth, or the like, I can see nothing 
in the statute forbidding him from announcing that he does so, which 
is just a. that he practises ee The Act strikes at his 
asserting that he has ‘ special’ qualification for doing so, and whateve: 
that may mean, I am unable to hold that the use of the words 
‘ American dentistry’ in connection with his name, or calling his place 
of business a ‘ dental office,’ can be held to be taking or using a name 
or title, addition, or description implying that he has a ‘special’ 
qualification as distinguished from an assertion that he is qualified.’’ 
That seemed to his lordship to be the true meaning and effect of 
section 3. He had thus far refrained from commenting upon the 
judgment in Barnes v. Brown (supra). It was needless to say that he 
had considered what had been said by the Lord Chief Justice and 
Bigham, J., in that case with the utmost respect, but he must confess 
that he was unable to follow the reasoning in. that case, reasoning 
which seemed to go the length of saying chat people must not announce 
that they did that which by law they were entitled to do, and that 
by saying that they did that which the law entitled them to do they 
were offending against the Act. He could not find any personal 
description which brought the present case within the Act. With great 
deference to the decision of the Divisional Court, his lordship thought 
that the decision of the Scotch Court ought to be followed in pre- 
ference to Barnes v. Brown (supra). The appeal, therefore, must be 
allowed and the action dismissed with costs. 

Bucxtey and Kennepy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Grant, K.C., and Grimwood Mears; Hamilton, K.C., 
and Gatey. Soricrrors, Percy J. H. Robinson; Dizon & Hunt, for 
Edmund Tyndale Spencer, Manchester. 


[Reported by J. I. Srreiine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
MILCH v. FRANKAU & CO. Div. Cowt. 3rd April. 


PRACTICE AND ProcepurE—Mayor’s Court—Notice or APPEAL— 
Exc.usion or SUNDAY IN CoMPUTATION OF T1mME—Mayor’s Court OF 
Lonpon Procepure Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. civm.), s. 8. 


Sunday is to be excluded in computing the two days within which 
notice of appeal must be served on the other party to an appeal under 
section 8 of the Mayor's Court of London Procedure Act, 1857. 


This was an appeal from the Mayor’s Court. Counsel for the 
respondent took the preliminary objection that the appeal being without 
leave under section 8 of the Mayor’s Court Act, 1857, notice of appeal 
had not been given within two days of the decision against which the 
appeal was being brought under the terms of that section. It appeared 
that the case was heard on the 20th of November, 1908, a Friday, 
and notice of appeal was given upon the Monday, the 23rd of 
November, 1908. It was contended that where by a statute an act had 
to be done within so many days, a Sunday was counted in the term, 
and if a Sunday was the last day of the term, the act must be done at 
latest on the Saturday. That was the rule, but as it was inconvenient, 
it was often provided against by statute or rule of court. There was, 
however, no such rule of ccurt or statute applicable to this case. 
There was an exception to the application of the principle where an 
act had to be done on the next day, and that day was a Sunday—in 
such a case the act could be done on the Monday; but in that case 
there was no alternative. He cited Peacock v. The Queen (6 W. R. 517, 
4C. B. N. 8. 265), Rowberry v. Morgan (2 W. R. 431, 9 Exch. 730), 
and Ex parte Simpkin (2 E. & E. 392). Secondly, the court could 
not here extend the time: Kirby v. North British and Mercantile 
Insurance Company (1896, 2 Q. B. It was contended for the 





appellant that the so-called exceptional case, as instanced in Reg. v. 
Justices of Middlesex (17 L. J. M. C. 111) covered this case. Phat 
was a case where it was held that Sunday was to be excluded in com- 
putting the twenty-four hours within which the putative fa'her 
must give notice of appeal against the order of affiliation under 7 & 8 


Vict. c. 101, s. 4. It was not the only alternative to give notice 
on the Monday, for it could have been given on the evening of the 
day of trial. This notice could not be given on a Sunday, having 
regard to section 6 of 29 Car. 2, c. 7. Therefore Sunday could not 





have been intended to be one of these two days under section 8. 
There was no direct authority on this particular statute. He also 
cited Mumford v. Hitchcocks (14 C. B. N. S. 361), and Morris v. 
Barrett (29 L. J. C. P. 102). He was stopped, and’counsel taking the 
objection was called upon to argue against the point that as the act 
of serving process was prohibited by section 6 of 29 Car. 2. ¢. 7, 
from being done on Sunday the statute must be read as excluding 
Sunday. Counsel said that in Rowberry v. Morgan it was impossible 
to do the act in question, as the offices of the court were shut. eg. v. 
Justices of Middlesex must have proceeded upon the ground that 
notice of appeal could not be given before the Monday. It was not 
so expressed, but the case was to be supported on those grounds. 
{Watton, J., said that the case was heard on Saturday morning. There 
were some hours on the Saturday during which notice of appeal could 
have been given.] Counsel said it sso 5 have been chews to expect 
them to give notice of appeal there and then on the Saturday after- 
ncon. 

Watton, J.—In this case, in my opinion, the notice of appeal was 
in time. I agree with Mr. J. B. Melons that the general rule is as 
it is stated in Hx parte Simpkin, where it was very shortly put by 
Rlackburn J., who said : “‘ I see no reason to differ from the principle 
laid down by the Court of Exchequer in Rowberry v. Morgan that we 
must adhere to the plain meaning of the Act in every case, and hold that 
Sunday is to be included in the computation of the number of 
days, if nothing is said about its exclusion.”’ That case was decided 
in 1859, and states a general rule, and states it without any exceptions. 
But I think that there are some exceptions to the general rule as 
thus laid down, because in 1862 it was held jn Hughes v. Griffiths (13 
C. B. N. 8. 324) that ‘‘in the computation of time, where the last day 
falls on a Sunday or a holiday, and the act is to be done by the court 
and not by the party ex gr. the sealing of a writ—it may done on 
the next practicable day.’’ That was followed, I think, in Mumford 
v. Hitchcocks (14 C. B. N. 8. 361). That is one exception, and I 
think there is another, viz., that laid down in Reg. v. Middlesex 
Justices, in which it was held that Sunday was to be excluded in com- 
puting the twenty-four hours within which the putative father has to 
give notice of appeal against an order of affiliation under 7 & 8 Vict. 
e. 101, s. 4. The argument there was that section 6 of the Sunday 
Observance Act, 1677 (29 Car. 2, c. 7), prohibited the giving of such 
notice. The words of that section are : ‘‘ No person or persons upon the 
Lord‘s Day shall serve or execute, or cause to be served or executed, 
any writ, process, warrant, order, judgment, or decree.”’ It was con- 
tended that service of this notice was service of process within the 
meaning of that section, and that therefore Sunday ought to be 
excluded. In delivering the judgment, Erle, J., said :—‘‘I am also of 
opinion that the notice of appeal would come within the meaning of 
the word ‘process’ in the statute of Charles. It is a notice of what 
one court has decided, and it authorizes another court to take further 
proceedings. It is therefore in the nature of process, and by 
analogy to the cases as to declarations in ejectment and other roceed- 
ings inter partes, it cannot be served on Sunday.’’ So that the court 
there held that Sunday ought to be excluded in such matters where 
the act to be done is one which is prohibited on a Sunday. In such a 
case Sunday does not count in the computation of time. In this case 
the act to be done was the service of the notice of appeal, and so it was 
an act within the same category as that in Reg. v. Middlesex Justices 
(supra). We are bound by that decision to hold that this case is an 
example of one of the exceptions from the general rule to which I 
have alluded. We think, therefore, the notice of appeal was in time. 

Jetr, J.—I am entirely of the same opinion. 

The case was then heard upon the merits, and the ap was 
allowed, a new trial being ordered.—Counset, for the plaintiff, J. PB. 
Mathews; for the defendants, 2. M. Latter. Soxicrrors, for the 
plaintiff, Nordon § Drury ; for the dcfendants, Wild § Collins, 

[Reported by ©. G. Mozan, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re BROCKMAB. C.A. No. 2. 2ist May. 


Soricrror—Brt or Costs—TaXaTION—APPLICATION TO TAX WITHIN ONE 
Monru AFTER Dexivery or But—Susmiss1on to Pay—Common 
Orper to Tax—Form or OrpeR—ExciusiIon or STATUTE-BARRED 
Irems—Sorrcrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), s. 7. 


Where a client «1908 for taxation within one month after delivery of 
a bill of costs, and does not claim delivery up of papers, no submission 
to pay ought to be inserted in the order for taxation. But where a 
submission to pay is required, the submission should be to pay only 
what is certified as payable, by which is meant recoverable having regard 
to (inter alia) the Statute of Limitations, and the order should direct 
the taxing master to certify where necessary what is due, as distinct 
from payable, with a view to ascertain the amount for which there is a 
lien. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J. (reported 
1909, 1 Ch. 354). On the 14th of May, 1908, t D Brockman, a 
solicitor, who had acted as solicitor and clerk to the Sandgate Urban 
District Council and their predecessors the Local Board of Health of 
the District of Sandgate, delivered to the council certain bills of. fees, 


; ge oy and disbursements amounting in the aggregate to £453 10s. 8}d. 
ne 


On the 12th of June, 1908, within one month after the delivery of the 
bills, the council took out a summons for taxation under the Soliciturs 
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Act, 1843, asking that it might be referred to the taxing master to tax 
and settle the bills, such taxation and settling to be with the usual 
directions, but on the footing (inter alia) that all fees, charges, and 
disbursements (if any) arn or the remedies for the recovery of 
which, were barred by statute at the date on which the bills wherein 
they were respectively comprised were delivered should be disallowed. 
The summons did not ask for delivery up of any documents, and there- 
fore no question as to the solicitor’s lien arose. Warrington, J., came 
to the conclusion that when a client applied for taxation he submitted 
to pay what was found due on taxation, namely, not that for which an 
action could be brought, but that which was due, whether barred by 
the Statute of Limitations or not. His lordship was therefore of 
opinion that the order for taxation ought not to contain the special 
direction asked for by the council. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey and KeEnnepy, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., read the following judgment of the court: 
This appeal raises an important question as to the right of a client 
who, within one month after the delivery of bills by a solicitor con- 
taining items which are alleged to be statute-barred, seeks to obtain an 
order for taxation in such a form as will not compel him to pay 
statute-barred items, the client not desiring to claim the return of 

apers or to interfere with any lien which the solicitor may have. It 
incidentally has brought to our notice a striking difference in the 
piactice of the Chancery Division as compared with the King’s Bench 
Division. We have had the advantage of communicating with the 
senior taxing master, who, after consultation with his colleagues, has 
furnished us with a memorandum. The statute of 1843 is the governing 
statute. By section 37, 6n application within one month of delivery 
of a bill, the client has in our opinion an absolute right to have the 
bill taxed and settled, without any money being brought into court 
aud without any submission to pay. The words are that the court is 
‘‘ required ’’ to refer the bill for taxation. If taxation is applied for 
after the expiration of one month, there is no such absolute right, but 
the court may refer the bill to taxation with such directions and 
subject to such conditions as the court thinks proper, and it may also 
make an order fcr delivery up of papers. The words are ‘it shall be 
lawful.’ The earlier statute of 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, which was made 
perpetual by the statute 30 Geo. 3, c. 19, and was repealed by the 
Act of 1843, required as a condition for taxation a submission by the 
client to pay. No such condition is to be found in the Act of 1843, 
and we can see no justification for requiring such a submission where 
the application is within one month of delivery. On the construction 
of the Act of 1843 this seems to be reasonably clear. Form 41 in the 
White Book is important, for it gives the proper form of order without 
any such submission, even where delivery of papers is sought for. The 
practice in the King’s Bench Division has been, and is, to make the 
order without requiring a submission to pay: see Chitty’s Archbold 
(vol. 1), p. 147. But in the Chancery Division, where the great 
majority of non-litigious taxations have been dealt with, the Order of 
Course has, ever since 1843, contained the submission to pay. This is 
probably a relic of the earlier practice under the statute of Geo. 2. 
The scheme of the Act of 1843 is peculiar. If the solicitor delivers a 
bill of costs, and the client, within one month, applies for taxation, 
the court restrains the solicitor from commencing or prosecuting any 
action pending the reference for taxation. And assuming that the 
reference results in a certificate in favour of the solicitor, he can, 
without issuing a writ, apply under section 43 for an order for pay- 
ment. We think that the Act does not deprive the client of the right 
to rely upon the Statute of Limitations. The proceedings, it is true, 
are initiated by the client and not by the solicitor, but nevertheless 
they are of such a nature that the solicitor gets the benefit of them. 
The analogy of claims by creditors in an administration suit is very 
close. We, therefore, think that the order to tax ought to be so framed 
as not to impose upon the client a burden greater than he would have 
to bear if he were sued by the solicitor. The effect of requiring a 
sukmission to pay, as interpreted by Kekewich, J., in Re Margetts 
1896, 2 Ch. 263), is to prevent the client from relying upon the 
Statute of Limitations. In the earlier case of Budgett v. Budgett 
(1895, 1 Ch. 214), the same learned judge had expressed emphatically 
a different view, and we understand from the taxing masters that 
until Re Margetts the taxing masters had been in the habit of 
striking out statute-barred items. Since, however, Re Margetts the 
practice has changed. In our opinion the submission to pay is not 
really necessary in any case, for section 43 of the Act enables an order 
to be made in any division for payment of the certified balance. 
Nevertheless where the client is appealing to the discretion of the 
court, a submission to pay in a modified form may be not only free 
from objection but a reasonable saving of expense. The submission 
avoids the necessity of a separate application under section 43. In 
our opinion the submission should be in every case only a submission 
to pay, not what is due, but what is payable, by which we mean what 
is payable having regard (inter alia) to the defence of the Statute of 
Limitations. In any case in which the client seeks an order for delivery 
of rs, the orders should direct the taxation also of the statute- 

items, 80 as to ascertain also the amount for which the solicitor 
has a lien upon the papers. Warrington, J., felt himself bound to 
follow the practice which has existed so long. In our opinion we 
ought not to attach too great weight to a practice which has been 
confined to the Chancery Division, and which, so far as our information 
gves, has not been often applied in the Chancery Division to taxation 
within one month, where delivery of papers is not asked. It seems 
highly desirable that the practice should be made uniform in both 








divisions. The form suggested by the taxing master seems to meet the 
difficulty by directing, where any submission is required, that the 
submission is only to pay what is certified as payable, by which is 
meant recoverable, having regard to (inter alia) the Statute of Limita- 
ticns, and by directing the taxing master where necessary to certify 
what is ‘‘due’’ as distinct from ‘‘ payable,’’ with a view to ascertain 
the amount for -which there is a lien. Where, however, the client 
applies within one month after delivery of a bill, and does not claim 
delivery up of papers, no submission to pay ought to be inserted, 
The result is that, in our opinion, this appeal must be allowed, and a 
simple reference ordered to tax the costs, and to certify the amount 
payable by the petitioner to the solicitor or by the solicitor to the 
petitioner. If the client does not object to a submission to pay in the 
qualified form above suggested, the submission may of course be in- 
serted. It will be for the taxing master to deal with any question 
under the Statute of Limitations, subject, of course, to review by the 
judge. The form suggested by the taxing master should be used in all 
divisions so as to secure uniformity of practice. In any case in which 
(1) no submission to pay can be exacted, or (2) no delivery of papers is 
desired, such parts of the printed form as are not appropriate should 
be struck out. The respondent must pay the costs of the appeal. The 
costs in the court below should be costs in the taxation, and will be 
paid by one or other party according as one-sixth is, or is not, taxed 
off.—Counset, H. Terrell, K.C., and G. Solomon; Cave, K.C., and 
F. BE. Ward. Sowsicrrors, John Hands, for J. Shera Atkinson, Sand- 
gate; White, Borrett, & Co., for Brockmans, Folkestone. 
[Reported by J. I. Srreiine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


June 8.—JosePH FatLows; WittiAM Henry ABDULLAH QUILLIAM, 6, 
Manchester-street, Liverpool; Frank RipLey. 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. STODDART. 23rd and 24th April; 7th, 8th, 14th, 2Ist, 
and 28th May. 


CriminaL LAw—JURISDICTION—OFFENCE OF OBTAINING MONEY By 
Fats— PRetences—Money Sent to HottAND—PLACE WHERE OFFENCE 
CoMMITTED. 

If a false pretence were made in London to induce persons to part 
with money and send it to Middelburg, Holland, and the postal orders 
and letters containing the money were posted in London for transmis- 
mission to Middelburg, there to be received by the person making the 
false pretence, the offence of obtaining money by false pretences would 
be committed in London, where the postal orders and letters were 
posted. 

Rex v. Jones (1 Den. C. C. 551 and 609) followed. 


CriminaL Law—Evipence—-Prima Facie Case ror ProsecuTrion— 
EVIDENCE IN ResutraAL—BuRDEN or PRoor. 

The proper direction as to onus of proof where prima facie evidi nce 
has been given on the part of the prosecution which, if unanswered, 
would raise a presumption upon which the jury might be justified in 
finding a verdict of guilty, and the defendant has called evidence to 
rebut that presumption, 1s that if the evidence in rebuttal raises in 
the minds of the jury a reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the de- 
fendant, they should acquit him, as the onus of proof still lies upon 
the prosecution. If upon the whole evidence the jury are left in a 
real state of doubt, the prosecution has failed to satisfy the onus of 
proof which lies upon them. 


CrimmnaL Law—AppeAL—SvusstantiAL Misprrectrion—Pornt Ratsep, 
Decipep IN Favour or APPELLANT—NO SuBSTANTIAL MISCARRIAGE OF 
Justice—CRIMINAL AppeaL Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 4 (1). 


The proviso to section 4 (1) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, is :— 
‘** Provided that the court may, notwithstanding that they are of opinion 
that the point raised in the appeal might be decided in favour of the 
appellant, dismiss the appeal if they consider that no substantial mis- 
carriage of justice has actually occurred.” 

The court will not dismiss the appeal under this proviso in a case 
where there has been substantial misdirection, unless they can say that 
the jury, if properly directed, would have returned the same verdict. 

Rex. v. Dyson (1908, 72 J. P. 272) considered. 

The court again expressed the opinion that it was necessary in the 
interests of justice that they should have the power of ordering a new 
trial in exceptional cases. 

This was an appeal against a conviction on ar®indictment for con 
spiracy and false pretences on a ‘trial before the Recorder of London 
at the Central Criminal Court. The facts of the case as stated in the 
written and considered judgment of the court (Lord) Alverstone, C.J., 
Darling, Phillimore, Bray, and A, T, Lawrence, JJ.) were as follows :— 
An indictment was preferred against the appellant Joseph Stoddart and 
a person named Frederick Catling. The indictment originally contained 
eleven counts, the first four charging the two defendants with conspiracy 
with one Jones and other persons unknown to defraud the public, and 
the last seven with obtaining money from persons named by false pre- 
tences. Upon the direction of the Recorder the defendants were acquitted 
on the fifth; eighth, ninth, tenth, and eleventh counts, The appellant 
Jozeph Stoddart was found guilty on ell the remaining counts. Frederick 
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Catling was acquitted on the sixth and seventh counts, charging him 
with obtaining money by false pretences, and the jury being unable to 
agree were discharged from giving a verdict on the counts alleging 
conspiracy. The defendant Joseph Stoddart had an office in London 
and an office in Middelburg in Holland. Stoddart was the proprietor 
of and issued during the year 1907 and part of 1908 a publication en- 
titled the Football Record. This publication announced that £400 was 
every week divided amongst competitors, £300 by way of a first prize 
to be divided amongst the competitors who predicted twelve correct 
results, and £100 divided among those competitors who predicted eleven 
correct results. There were certain other rules as to distribution of 
money in the event of no competitors being entitled to the first prize, 
the announcement being that £400 was divided every week amongst 
competitors. Up to the ry mg of October, 1907, the business in 
London had been managed by Joseph Stoddart and his clerk, a Miss 
Gardiner, and the business in ‘Middelburg had been conducted by a man 
of the name of Klingé, assisted by other persons. By the rules of the 
competition the competing coupons had to be posted in time to reach 
Middelburg on the evening of Saturday in week, the claims had 
to be posted on the Monday following, so as to reach Middelburg on 
the Wednesday morning, and the names of the winners were published 
in subsequent numbers of the Football Record, and the amounts after- 
wards remitted to the persons alleged to be the winners. There was 
no evidence that the defendant Frederick Catling, who was a son-in-law 
of Stoddart, had any connection with the business until the first week 
in October, 1907; but as from that date he used to visit Middelburg 
every week to superintend the business there, and also gave assistance 
to the business in London. Between the 12th of October, 1907, and the 
Mth of September, 1908, evidence was given that the names of thirteen 
bogus winners were published—that is to say, the names of thii 
persons were published as winners who either did not in fact exist or 
to whom no prizes had been sent. The amount paid in prizes during 
this period was upwards of £22,000, and the amount which ought to 
have been paid to the bogus winners had they been genuine was the 
sum of £1,500. The evidence for the prosecution established, and it 
was not disputed by the defendant, that the thirteen supposed winners 
in question were bogus winners, and that their names and supposed 
addresses ought never to have appeared in the number of the Football 
Record as genuine winners. The way in which these frauds 
were carried out was that certain persons filled up a coupon 
at Middelburg after the result, with a false name and 
address, and returned the bogus name to Stoddart in London as 
being among the winners. Létters were then addressed to t 
winners at the same time as letters to the genuine, and the prize-money 
afterwards put into envelopes addressed to them, The letters to bogus 
winners were either intercepted before they were sent off, or arran; 
ments made to get possession of them at the address given. e 
examination of the coupons and of the claims subsequently sent in took 
place at Middelburg, and the names of persons who appeared to be 
entitled to any share in the prizes were returned to London, If any 
doubt arose upon the coupon itself, it was sent to London for investiga- 
tion, and any inquiries would be made from the London office. All the 
money required to be distributed among the winners was provided by 
Stoddart, and the envelopes in which registered letters were sent out 
were prepared sometimes by Stoddart and his clerk, Miss Gardiner, but 
it was stated after October, 1907, mainly by Catling and Jones, assisted 
by Miss Gardiner, and that Miss Gardiner addressed the registered 
envelopes. The defendant Stoddart denied that he had any knowledge 
that any of the thirteen bogus winners were, in fact, bogus, and further 
gave evidence that he had provided the money for distribution age 
them all, and had parted with the whole amount except one sum 0 
£300, alleged to have been won by a man named d’Avyet, which he-said 
he still held for him. Stoddart’s case was that the frauds and false 
blications of winners’ names were done entirely without his know- 
ge, and the money retained by the defendant Catling and other 
rsons in league with him, who were conspiring to obtain from him 
Stoddart) the money supposed to be due. The was remitted to 
the various winners in ‘bank notes or cash, and the cheques by which 
money was drawn from week to week did not specify the name of any 
particular winner, but were drawn to self, and then cashed so as to 
obtain the necessary notes and other money for division, 


Lord ArverstonE, O.J., in delivering the written and considered judg- 
ment of the court, dealt with a number of points raised by Mr. Gift on 
behalf of the appellant. This report only gives three parts of the 
judgment, dealing with the two points on which the case is reported— 
viz. (1) jurisdiction, and (2) misdirection of the Recorder as to the onus of 
proof—and also with the construction of the proviso to sectoin 4 (1) of 
the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907. Lord Alverstone added some observa- 
tions with reference to the practice of the court, which are also set out. 
His Lordship, having recited the facts of the case, continued: It was 
contended that the court had no jurisdiction to try and convict on the 
counts for obtaining money by false pretences, inasmuch as the 
orders and letters containing money were received by the defendant's 
agent at Middelburg, and that by the rules of the competition Stoddart 
was only responsible for money received there. In the opinion of the 
court, there is not the slightest ground for this objection to the juris- 
diction. The false pretence, if made, was to induce the persons to 
part with money and send it to Middelburg, either by postal order or 
in stamps or cash, and when the postal orders and letters oe 
money were posted in London or within the jurisdiction of the Cen 
Criminal Court for transmission to Middelburg, there to be received 
by the defendant, the offence was complete. In Rex y. 7. S. Jones 





(1 Den. C.C., pp. 551, 609) a similar contention was raised and decided 
against the defendant, and that case has been followed in many others : 
See Archbold’s Criminal Pleading (23rd ed., p. 609.) . . 
remains to be considered a very important point raised by Mr. 
Abinger at the conclusion of the trial, and in respect of which he applied 
for leave to appeal, and that is as to the direction of the learned Recorder 
that the onus of proof had been shifted from the prosecution to the defen- 
dant. This raises a very important question, in our opinion the only 
question of difficulty in the whole case—namely, as to the proper direction 
as to the onus of proof where primd facie evidence has been given on 
the part of the ution which, if unanswered, would raise a pre- 
sumption upon which the jury might be justified in finding a verdict of 
guilty, and the defendant has called evidence to rebut that presumption. 
Presumptions of fact which afford evidence of guilt vary in defree. As 
pointed out at p. 340 of the 23rd edition of Archbold’s Criminal 
Pleading, facts and circumstances may raise a presumption so strong 
that guilt necessarily follows, or they may raise a presumption upon 
which the jury might be directed that if satisfied by the evidence that 
the facts alleged by the prosecution are established and no explanation 
is offered, they, in some cases, ought to find a verdict of guilty, or they 
may be of so little weight that the jury ought to be told that they raise 
no presumption which calls for an answer from the defendant. In our 
opinion, when it was once established that, in repeated issues of the 
paper of which the defendant Stoddart was the proprietor, a series of 
announcements had been published for a number of weeks stating that 
certain persons, whose names and addresses were given, had gained 
prizes, and that in the event of no scrutiny being demanded the amounts 
would be sent to them on named dates, and when it was proved that 
subsequently, as in the month of May, 1908, an announcement was made 
recording the results of thirty competitions and stating that. thirteen 
competitors had received prizes as to whom it was, in fact, proved that 
they were bogus competitors, and that no money had been received 
in respect of these prizes by any bond-fide itors—when this was 
established and proved, evidence had been given which called for some 
explanation, and had the case rested there, the Recorder would 
have been justified in telling the jury that in the absence of 
any explanation they would be justified in finding that Jose 
Stoddart was a party to a conspiracy to put forward fi 
tepresentations in order to defraud the public. The question, 
however, in this case is as to the direction which ought to be 
given where, as in this case, the defendant gave and called evidence in 
answer to that primd facie case. It seems to us that the jury should 
have been told that if they accepted the explanation given by and on 
behalf of Stoddart, or if that explanation raised in their minds a reason- 
able doubt as to his guilt, they should acquit him, as the onus of proof 
that he was guilty still lay upon the prosecution. If upon the whole 
evidence the jury are left in a real state of doubt the prosecution has 
failed to satisfy the onus of proof which lies upon them. . . . Not- 
withstanding the view which we have expressed, we have had seriously 
to consider whether we ought not to dismiss the appeal under the proviso 
of sub-section 1 of section 4 of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, on the 
ground that no substantial miscarriage of justice has actually occurred. 
This, in our opinion, raises a question of great difficulty. e explana- 
tion given by Stoddart as to many of the cases was most unsati . 
There was, in the — of the court, strong evidence against him to 
support the view taken by the jury; but we cannot say that the facts 
established are inconsistent with his innocence. Attention was called 
upon this point to the judgment of this court in Rex v. Dyson (1908, 
J. P. 272, and 1 Cohen’s Criminal Appeal Reports, at p. 15), in a 
in delivering the judgment of the court dealing with this proviso, 
said that we could not in that case say that if they had been properly 
directed the jury must have come to the conclusion which would have 
supported the conviction. We think it is open to consideration whether 
the word “must ” is not too strong, and whether the proper question 
is not whether if properly directed the jury would have returned the 
same verdict. We are unable to come to the conclusion that in this 
case if the jury had been properly directed they would have thought 
that the facts proved were inconsistent with the defendant’s innocence; 
and might not have had a doubt whether the prosecution had failed to 
satisfy them that the defence set up by Stoddart that the bogus winners 
were inserted without his knowledge by persons conspiring against him 
was not made out. The fact that the jury were not agreed as to Catling’s 
guilt and returned no verdict against him on the conspiracy counts 
affords some ground for this contention, that under a proper direction the 
jury might have had a reasonable doubt as to "3 guilt. 
This appeal has brought out in strong relief the absolute necessity 
in the interests of justice of this court having the power in exceptional 
cases to order a new trial. Such a power would be rarely exercised; but 
if there be in any case evidence upon which, strong evidence upon which 
the jury, if properly directed, might have found a verdict of not guilty, 
in the interests of justice the court should have the power to direct a 
new trial. . . . The judgment of the court must be that the appeal 
must be allowed, and the conviction quashed.—Covunset, for the appel- 
lant, Gill, K.C., Abinger, Louis Green, and Macgregor; for the Crown. 
Muir, K.C., and Leucester. SOLictrors, Alpe $ Ward; Sir Homewood 


Crawford. 
[Reported by C. G. Monaw, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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His Honour Judge Emden, says the Frening Standard, sat at 


Bromley (Kent) County until nearly midnight on Monday 
hearing an action arising out of a motor-car collision at Sidzup last 
Octeber.: 
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New Orders, &c. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1939. 


The following explanatory memorandum has been issued with regard 
to these rules, which are printed ante p. 545 :— 

Rule 1.—Rule 18 provides that where an employer admits liability 
he may, on an application for arbitration by an injured workman, file 
@ submission to an award for a weekly payment, or on an application 
by dependants, pay money into court; but no provision is made either 
for payment into court on an application for arbitration by a workman 
or for the filing of a submission to an award or payment of money 
into court with a denial. of liability. 

Rule 1 now provides (a) that where an employer admits liability in 
the case of a workman, he may pay inte court such sum as he considers 
sufficient to cover his liability; and (6) that an employer may file a 
submission to an award or pay money into court with a denial of 
liability 

Rule 2.—The forms of memoranda for registration under paragraph 9 
of Schedule 2 of the Act are revised, and separate forms prescribed 
for cases of injury to workmen and cases in which death results from 
the injury; and also forms adapted to cases of disablement or death 
from industrial diseases. 

The question has been raised whether the information required to 
be supplied by Rule 41, paragraph 3 (Rule 2 of the Rules of 1908 
(No. 2)) and Form 36a, form part of the memorandum, so that a party 
can dispute the genuineness of the memorandum on the ground that he 
does not admit the correctness of the information, and would be 
estopped from disputing it at a later date if the memorandum were 
recorded. Form 56a was not intended to form part of the memo- 
randum, but was prescribed in order to ensure that information should 
be given to the registrar to enable him to decide whether the memo- 
randum should be recorded or referred to the judge under Schedule 2, 
paragraph 9, proviso (d), and Rule 49 : and to make this clear Rule 41, 
paragraph 3, and Form 36a are annulled, and paragraph 1 of Rule 49 
is amended by prescribing that where a memorandum of agreement 
presented for registration relates to any matter referred to in proviso 
(d) to paragraph 9 of the 2nd Schedule, a separate statement giving 
the information prescribed by Form 36a shall be sent to the registrar. 
This is effected by Rule 5. 

Rule 3 annuls and re-enacts Rule 42, as amended by Rule 3 of the 
Rules of 1908 (No. 2), with further amendments. 

Paragraph 1 is unaltered. 

Paragraph 2, as to the authentication of memoranda of agreements, 
is revised :— 

(a.) Because the Master of the Rolls in Rhodes v. Soothill Colliery 
Co. (Inmited) (1909 1 K. B. 191, at p. 195) observed that 
in his opinion it was improper that agreements should be 
signed by solicitors for dependants; an 

(b.) To provide for the authentication of memoranda by the signa- 
tures of duly authorized officials on behalf of employers, or 
of next friends on behalf of persons under disability. 

Paragraph 3 is unaltered. 

Paragraph 4 replaces paragraph 4 (added in 1908), which as 
exiginal drawn would seem to require an agreement in writing to be 
produced in every case: whereas it has been decided that a memo- 
randum may be recorded of a verbal or even an implied agreement. 

Paragraph 5 (added in 1908) is unaltered. 

Paragraph 6 is in accordance with the view taken by the Court of 

in Rhodes v. Soothill Colliery Co. (Limited) (1909 
1 K. B. 191, at p. 195), which is more fully referred to in the notes 
to Rules 7 and 8. 

Rule 4 enables the registrar to amend a memorandum by consent, 
and to record it without the necessity for an application to the judge. 

Rule 5. See note to Rule 2 above. 

Rule ‘6 applies the provisions of paragraph 5 of Schedule 1 as to 
payment into court in case of death to cases in which an agreement 
is made for the payment of a lump sum in lieu of or for the redemp- 
tion of a weekly payment payable to a person under any legal disability. 

Rules 7 and 8.—These rules are introduced in consequence of the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Rhodes v. The Soothill Colliery Co. 
(Limited) (1909 1 K. B. 191). The case was as follows :— 

A workman having been killed by accident, a claim was made on 
behalf of a son and two daughters as dependants, one of the daughters 
being an infant. The compensation was agreed at £65, and an agree- 
ment was made between solicitors acting for and on behalf of the 
dependants (without naming them) and the employers. The insurance 
company sent a cheque to the registrar, with a precipe containing a 
memorandum of the agreement pt a request to the registrar to record 
it. The registrar took the objection that an agreement ought not to 
be signed by a solicitor on behalf of the dependants. The employers’ 
solicitors then paid the money into court under paragraph 4 of 
Rule 56a, on a precipe in accordance with Form 53a, stating that no 
valid agreement could be come to by reason of the disability of one of 
the dependants. The solicitors of the dependants then applied to the 
judge to apportion the amount, but he required the employers to be 
represented. The solicitors according] filed a request for arbitration, 
adding angther alleged dependant, and claiming £156. The employers 
set up the agreement as an answer, and pleaded that they were not 
necessary parties. The judge held that paragraph 4 of Rule 56a did 
not apply where one dependant was an infant, and the employers could 





not say that there was no dispute as to the amount of compensation 
till the court, through the registrar or judge, had approved of the 
agreement as being for the benefit of the infant, or unless they had 
paid into court the maximum amount payable under the Act; he 
therefore proceeded with the arbitration, and awarded £65 as com. 
pensation and apportioned it to the two daughters, and ordered the 
employers to pay the costs. 
n appeal the Court of Appeal discharged the order as to costs. 

The Master of the Rolls said that though in the case of a person 
under disability there could be no absolute agreement, there might he, 
according to the familiar practice in Chancery, a so-called conditional 
agreement, which was not operative unless and until it was approved 
by the Court on behalf of the infants. An analogous procedure wag 
provided for under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, it being the 
duty of the registrar to look into the matter on behalf of the infants, 
If he did not express dissent, he must be taken to be satisfied with 
the fairness of the agreement, and the only event in which it could be 
reviewed not having happened, it became binding. All that para 
graph 4 of Rule 564 meant was that if there was no dispute and no 
agreement which the parties themselves could enter into, but there 
was a conditional agreement which had been approved by the registrar, 
then the money was to be paid into court, and after that the employer 
was freed from all responsibility, and ought not to be liable for the 
costs of appearing in a matter in which he had really no concern. 

The first part of this judgment, as to conditional agreements, is 
dealt with in paragraph 6 of Rule 3. 

As to the second part, paragraph 4 of Rule 56a was framed, as 
appears from the explanatory memorandum accompanying the amend- 
ing Rules of 1908, on the view that a binding agreement could not be 
entered into where persons under disability were concerned, and was 
intended to enable employers in such cases to pay the amount they 
admitted to be payable by them into court without any agreement, 
instead of (to use an expression used by the solicitor to one of the 
principal railway companies in writing on the subject) ‘‘ fudging an 
agreement with the widow.” : 

The difficulty as to agreements felt at the time when the paragraph 
was framed has now been removed by the decision of the Court of 
Appeal that conditional agreements can be submitted for registration, 
Po ge will, if recorded, become binding; Rule 56a has therefore been 
revised, and paragraph 4 has been omitted, conditional agreements 
being provided for by the addition to Rule 42 made by paragraph 6 
of Rule 3 above. f ; 

At the same time, paragraph 7 of Rule 56a has been revised, as it 
does not seem to be in accordance with the Act. The rule provides 
that if all questions as to the amount payable to each dependant have 
been settled by agreement before payment into court, the sum paid 
into court shall be allotted in accordance with the agreement; whereas 
the Act (Schedule 1, paragraph 8) provides that the amount payable 
to each dependant shall be settled by arbitration, or if not so settled 
before payment into court, by the county court, thus apparently ex- 
cluding the settlement of such amounts by agreement. 

Rule 8 provides that where the employer admits his liability to pay 
compensation, but the amount payable has not been ascertained, he 
may pay into court the amount which he admits to be payable by him, 
and so avoid the delay and expense of arbitration. 

Where this is done, the procedure will be as follows :— 


(a.) The employer will pay into court the amount which he admits 
to be payable by him. vee. 

(b.) It will then be the duty of the registrar to make inquiries in 
order to satisfy himself that the amount paid in is adequate. 
If he thinks that it is, notice of payment into court will be 
given to the dependants. If he is not satisfied as to the 
adequacy of the amount, he will refer the matter to the 
judge, who, if he thinks the amount is adequate, will direct 
notice of payment to be given to the dependants, or if he 
thinks that further inquiry should be made, will give direc- 
tions for such further inquiry in accordance with Rule 49. 

(c.) Where notice of payment into court is sags to the dependants, 
then, if they are not satisfied with the amount so paid, they 
will be entitled to have the amount payable settled by 
arbitration. 

(d.) If they are satisfied with the amount paid in, they will be 
able to apply to the court in a summary manner for the 
apportionment and investment, &c., of the amount paid in. 

(e.) The employer will not be liable to costs after notice of the 
payment into court, otherwise than on an inquiry into the 
adequacy of the amount (Rule 49, par. 8), or unless the 
question as to the adequacy of the amount paid into court 
is decided adversely to him by arbitration. 








The arrears of business in the King’s Bench Division are at present 
so serious, says the 7Jimes’ Parliamen correspondent, that there is 
a tendency on the part of suitors who desire te have their cases decided 
to resort if ‘the to arbitration, notwithstanding the fact that the 
expense of arbitration ——— is becoming more and more irksome. 
It is felt in legal circles that if the business of the Courts is to be 
retained, at least two additional judges must be appointed. Whether 


it will be possible to appoint two additional judges this year is 4_ 


matter which depends to a large extent on the willingness of t 


to sanction the increased expenditure. Negotiations with | 


this in view are, it is understood, in progress. 
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Societies. 
The Law Association. 


* The ninety-second annual general court of the Law Association for 
the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis 
.and Vicinity was held at the Law Society’s Hall on the 26th of May, 
Mr. S. J. Daw (one of the treasurers) in the chair. Among those 

vesent were Mr. Pretor W. Chandler, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. 

. E. W. Rider, Mr. J. Vallance, Mr. Mark Waters, and Mr. W. M. 
Woodhouse (directors), and several members, including Messrs. H. E. 
Barren, E. J. Barron, H. W. Carter, N. Chaplin, T. 5. Gurtis, H. B. 
Curwen, G. M. Davey, W. H. K. Forbes, W. Jones, C. F. Leighton, 
P. G. C. Shaw, A. G. Smith, and E. E. Barron (secretary). 

The directors’ report for the year ending May 20th states that the 
receipts of the association for the past year were as follows :—Divi- 
dends on investments, £1,297 11s. 8d. ; annual subscriptions, £330 15s. ; 
donations, £500 5s.; total, £2,128 11s. 8d.; life subscriptions, £84. 
‘The expenses of the year amounted to £254 Os. 8d., leaving a balance of 
£1,958 11s., which, with £416 17s. 6d. balance from 1908, made an 
available income for the year of £2,375 8s. 6d. Out of this the 
directors have distributed £750 12s. 10d. amongst sixteen members’ 
cases and £709 5s. 9d. amongst thirty-five non-members’ cases, making 
the total relief granted £1,459 18s. 7d., and there remains a cash 
balance in hand of £915 9s, 11d. towards the expenditure of the 
current year. Since the formation of the association in 1817 the relief 
granted to members and their families has amounted to £79,786, and 
to solicitors (non-members) and their families £17,357, making a 
grand total of £97,143. Twenty-four new members have joined the 
association during the past year, of whom eight are life members. 

Mr. Daw moved the adoption of the report, calling attention to the 
fact that the amount expended in assistance rendered to deserving cases 
during the past year had slightly exceeded the income, but owing 
to a generous gift from an old member of the sum of £500 a substan- 
tial balance was brought forward towards carrying on the association’s 
work. 

The motion having been seconded by Mr. Garpiner, the report and 
balance-sheet were unanimously adopted. 

The Lord Chief Justice was re-elected president, and the vice- 
presidents, the directors, and other officers were reappointed. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


‘~The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this asso- 
ciation was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 
9th inst., Mr. Walter Dowson in the chair, the other directors present 
being Messrs. Thomas Dixon (Chelmsford), Charles Goddard, W. H. 
Gray, Samuel Harris (Leicester), C. G. May, and J. T. Scott (secre- 
tary). A sum of £435 was distributed in grants of relief, twenty-six 
new members were admitted, and other general business was transacted. 








Obituary. 
Mr. C. S. Medd. 


Mr. Charles Septimus Medd, barrister-at-law, died on the 4th inst., 
after a few days’ illness. He was educated at Marlborough and 
University College, Oxford, where he was elected to a Fellowship. 
He read in the chambers of Mr. Lindley and Mr. Davey (as they then 
were), and was called to the bar in 1869. A large part of his 
earlier practice was important case work with many eminent leaders, 
and he carried on a large conveyancing practice. He acted for some 
time as examiner for the Council of Legal Education, and was lecturer 
for them on Real Property. 








Legal News: 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Admission. 


Mr. ponies M. Gane, solicitor, of 12, Great St. Helens, London, has 
taken Mr. OSWALD ERIC TATTERSALL, B.A., of West Mount, Ripon, 
into partnership, and he will henceforth practise in company with him 
at the above oiivenn, under the style of Gane & Tattersall. 


Dissolutions. 


WittiAM Davies Lewis and WALTER ROBERT JAMES, solicitors 
(Lewis & James), Narberth. March 31. The said Walter Robert James 
continue to carry on the said business alone under the style or firm 

“of Lewis & James. 

CHARLES ALFRED Piper, EDWIN TALLACK, and Ropert CROPLEY 
Davies, solicitors (Yeilding, Piper, Tallack, & Davies), 13, Vincent- 
Gone. Westminster. June 1. So far as concerns the said Robert 

topley Davies, who retires from the firm, and will practise on his.own 


behalf at 8, Duke-street, Adelphi, London, and at Orche-hill-chambers, 
Gerrards Cross, Bucks. (Gazette, June 4. 
GEORGE CALDER Woops and THOMAS PETHICK, solicitors (Calder 
Woods & Pethick), 6, ee Strand, London, and (Urry 
Woods & Pethick) Ventnor. Jan. 1. 
STANLEY CHARLES WARDEN and THoMASs RovusE Hopaes, solicitors 
(Warden & Hodges), Stratford-on-Avon. April 30. [Gazette, June 8 





General. 


The Home Secretary has appointed his Honour Judge Ruegg, K.C., to 
be a Commissioner to inquire into certain difficulties which have arisen 
in the application of the Factory and Workshop Acts to florists’ work- 
shops. 


The Railway and Canal Commission Court is to sit at the Parliament 
House, Edinburgh, this week, and at the Four Courts, Dublin, later in 
the month, to hear cases. The sittings of the Court in London will 
begin on Monday, July 5. 


The High Sheriff 6f Sussex (Mr. John Waddington), at the opening 
of the Sussex Assizes on Tuesday, is stated to have entertained at 
luncheon in the County Hall, Lewes, the grand jury, the Marquis of 
Abergavenny (late Lord Lieutenant), the members of the Bar on the 
South-Eastern circuit, the Mayors of Brighton, Hove, and Lewes, and 
many other gentlemen holding official positions in the county. 


At the Hertford Assizes on the 3rd inst., says the 7'imes, Mr. Com- 
missioner Avory, K.C., in charging the grand jury, observed that 
thirteen cut of the seventeen cases in the calendar ought to have been 
tried at quarter sessions, and not at the assizes. He referred to the 
Assizes Relief Act, 1889, and said that the fact that assizes were held 
before quarter sessions was not sufficient reason for sending cases to 
the assizes, having regard to the limited time of the Judge of Assize. 


Does it sound sensational, asks an American Journal, to declare that 
American law, to a very large extent, makes for injustice? The facts are 
as sensational as they sound. The American Bar Association has ad- 
mitted it; leading judges have admitted it; and President Taft once 
framed a pointed amendment that no judgment, civil or criminal, should 
be set aside unless it appeared affirmatively that the error complained 
of has resulted in miscarriage of justice. Americans often mourn 
about lynch law. Not always do they take into account the part 
played by the law’s delay in encouraging rough attempts at justice. In 
Kngland procedure is swift and punishment follows with certainty. 
For seventy-five years in England, Ireland, Scotland, and the British 
Colonies al] over the world there has not been one case of lynching. 
“ie Judge Lawson believes that our civil procedure is Pras toner. 
behind the age, and that in criminal procedure we have not advanced 
a step since the days of Queen Elizabeth. Judge Amidon, of the 
Federa! bench, has stated that if a man has the means to keep up the 
fight he can, in a majority of cases, escape punishment for crime. 

Mr. W. A. 8. Hewins, writing to the 7'imes, says: “In reference to 
the statement in your Political Notes this morning as to the number of 
owners who would have to make valuation returns under the land 
proposals in the Finance Bill, may I call attention to the Return of 
Owners of Land, 1873? In this return the number of owners of one 
acre and upwards in England and Wales, exclusive of the metropolis, is 
given as 269,547. The number of owners below one acre is 703,289, 
The total number of owners is thus 972,836. It is stated in the intro- 
duction to the return that ‘some estimate may be formed of the labour 
involved in the ilation when it is borne in mind that the informa- 
tion had to be suppliod in respect of nearly 15,000 parishes containing 
about 5,000,000 separate assessments.’ These 5,000, assessments are 
exclusive of the metropolis, Scotland and Ireland. It would be interest- 
ing to know from the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the number 
of returns now required would be greater or less than this figure; how 
he proposes to get over the administrative difficulties involved; and 
what would be the expense to the community and the Exchequer 
respectively of the original valuation and the periodical, valuation 
required by the Bill.” 

On Monday, at Bow-street police-court, a rather unusual form of 
fraud was alleged to have been practised. James Mackintosh was cha: 
on remand with obtaining money by fraud. Mr. Wallace, says the Times, 
for the prosecution, said the prisoner, under various names, had obtained 
money from a number of solicitors and others by making fictitious 
claims against the estates of dead persons. He appeared to watch the 
advertisements for creditors and then sent in an account for goods 
supplied. These were 'y for small amounts, and he obtained 
payment without much difficulty. At Hatton-garden he had an office 
under the name of Bristow and Co. by appointment to the late 
Napoleon III.”) At Wells-street, W., he was “Gordon and Co. (by 
appointment to the King of Sweden)”; at High Holborn he was “Field 
and Co. (by appointment to the King of Belgium)”; and at Carnaby- 
street, W., he went in the name of “ Mackintosh and Co,”” At each of 
these addresses he took a small room and obtained permission for a 
letter-box to be placed, the whole of the business being done by corre- 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, June 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitzep 1m CHANCERY. 


Barston Moror Co, Liurrep (rw Liqurpation) - Creditors are required, on or before 
June 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Henry Watling, 40, Broad st, Bristol, liquidator 

Canrenter & Eves, Loorep (1 Ligurpation)—Oreditors are required, on or before 
June 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts cr 
claims, to George Cranmore Taylor, 3, Temple row West, Birmingham, Thomas & 
Co, Birmingham, solors for liquidator 

Heezsert Burr & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding uv, presented May 26, directed to 
be heard at the Guildhall, Bristol, June 21 Wild & Collins, Trump st, King st, 
Cheapside, solors for the petner; agents, Beavan & Co, Bristol. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above nemed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 18 

Progressive Assurance Co, Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, 
directed to be heard June 15. Helder & Co,3 and 4, Clement’s inn, Strand, for 
Simpson & Co, Leeds, solors for the petners. Notice of avpearing must reach 
Helder & Co not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 14 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June ®, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrtzp 1m CHAanoERY. 


Auapama PortLanp Cement “o, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented June 3, 
directed tobe heard June 22, Minchin & Co, 22 and 23, Laurence Pountney In, 
Cannon st, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the a oon of Jone 21 

Barzow Rorz Watxs, Ltutrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph 
4-52” Forster, 125, Ramsden sq, Barrow in Furness. Townsend, Barrow in 
Farnese, solor for the liquidator 

Gate Surrrine Co, Lruitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 28, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold 
Sadler, 31, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Puiasycorp Cottrertzs Co, Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 5, directed 
to be heard at Newport June 18. Hunter & White, Newport, solors to petner. 
Notice of ema must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 17 

Suiurcx & Sons, Lrurrep (1x Votunrary Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Percival White, 4 Sussex ter, Plymouth, liquidator 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Recistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Dat Emencexcy Aprrzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
e- Rora. No. 2, Joven. Swinrew Eapy. 
Monday ...June 14 Mr Greswell. Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Synge 
Tuesday .. . 16 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday . 16 Borrer Farmer Greswell 
ursday -17 Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
iday .. . 18 Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Saturday ......... 19 Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Dp Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
fate. Wanrinetox. NEVILLE. Paxxesz. Evg, 
Monday ...June 14 Mr Bloxam Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Church 
fasches 15 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Church Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Synge Farmer Church Greswell 
Goldschmidt Bloxam Synge Beal 
Greswell Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 








TRINITY SITTINGS, 1909. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Aprzat Covrr I. 


King’s Bench Division (Final and New 
Trial List) will be proceeded with on 
and after Tuesday, Sth of June, 

be taken in this Court 
will, time totime, be announced in 
the Daily Cance List. 


Cuancery Court I. 
Mrz. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout 
the Sittings. 


Cuaxcery Court IV. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 


During these Sittings Mr. Justice Parker 
will not (except under special circum- 


Appzat Cover I. 


Chancery Division (Final List) and Work- 
men’s Compensation A will be 


7 f ) sit on Saturdays, but on the 
taken on and after Tuesdey the 8th o: other days of the week he will sit till 
to be taken in this Court 4.30 p.m. instead of till4p.m. Actions 


from time to time, be announced in 


with Witnesses vill be taken mer f 
the Cause List. ‘ 


except when other business is adverti: 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. | Cuancery Covsr II. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. Maz. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Loxp Cuancenion’s Court. Tues, June 8 { siete, fur con and non-wit 
Ma. Justice JOYCE. Wednesday 9 
Except when other Business is advertised | Thursday ... 0} Non-wit list 
in the — List Actions with | Friday ...... 11... Mots and non-wit list 
Bitiogs. be taken threughout the | Saturday 19 | St coms, pets, and non- 





Monday .... 14...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...15...Fur con and non-wit list 
Thureiay 7 i7 | Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 18...Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ...19 { = eutt, pets, and non- 


Monday......21.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...22...Fur con and non-wit list 
Wednesday 23...Non-wit list 

Thursday ...24 . Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ..,...25 { Be ene Cand 's ie 


Sht caus, pets, and non- 
Saturday ...26 | SBt cw , 


Monday ...28...S8itting in chambers 

Be aed ead con and non wit list 

mae aly 1 } Non-wit list ; 

Friday ...... 2...Mots and non-wit list 

Sebunling ... 61 Sar oe Bete, oak nee 

Monday...... 5...Sitting in chambers 

Ee weed ... 6...Fur con and non-wit list 

nesday 7 a 

Thureday’.. 63 Nom-wit list 

Friday ...... 9...Mots and non-wit list 

Saturday ...10 > aaen pets, and non- 

Monday .....12...8itting in chambers 

ee ee con and non-wit list 
ednesday 1 i 

Thursday y ist Nen-wit list 

Friday ...... 16...Mote and non-wit list 

Saturday ...17 em, pets, and non-wit 

Monday...... 19 . Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...20...Fur con and non-wit list 


Thursday ... 
Friday ......28...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday .. 24 = caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday......26 ..8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...27...Fur con and non-wit list 





ursday ...29 
Friday 30...Mota and non-wit list 
Saturday ...31 Remaining matters 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marke in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary Papers, includ- 
ing two copies of the minutes ef the = 

F t or order, must be left 
with the judge’s clerk one clear day 
before the cause is to be put into the 


paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
j , viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 

the preposed —- or order, 1 copy 
pioolinns, 1 copy master’s certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


Cuancery Court III. 
Mz. Justice NEVILLE. 
Tues, June 8...Companies Acts 
Wednesday 9...Mots and non-wit list 
Thursday ...10...Non-wit list 
Friday .,....11...Mote and non wit list _ 
Saturday ...12 { aeeans, pets, and non-wit 


Monday...,..14...8itting in ehambers 


Tuesday ds | Acts and non- 
Wednesday 16 ee 

Thursday v7 } Non-wit list 

Friday ......18 ..Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...19{ Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday...... poy me in chambers 
Tuesday ...22 = gee Acts and non- 
Wednesday 23...Non-wit list 

Thursday ...24. ziote and non-wit list 
Pridey ....,.26 | Jo ine (King’s Birth- 


y 
Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 
Saturday ...26 list 


Monday......28...8itting in chambers 
Tussday......20 | Companies Acts and non- 
Wednesday 30 " 

Thurs, July 1 { Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 2...Mote and non-wit list 
Gutanteg . 9} BM, ent aen- 


Monday...... wr in e -P~ a 
i cts and non- 
Tuesday ... 6} Wompemes 


Thursday .. 8 | Non-wit list 
Friday ...,. 9 ..Motsand non-wit list 
Saturday ...10 { Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday...... 19, 4itting ly we 
and non- 
10 { Come 


Wednesday 14 
Thursday », 15 | Non-wit list 
Friday ......16.. Mots and non-wit list 





Saturday ...17 /Sht caus, pete, and non. 


\ 





Monday...... 19,..8itting in chambers 
Companies Acts and non. 
‘Wednesday 21 dia 

y * . 

Thursday ”.22 } Non-wit list 

Friday ..... 23...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ., 24 a seu, pets, and non 


Monday......26 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...27 { coy eye Acts and nom 


Wednesday 28...Non-wit list 

bm — and non-wit list 
Risse +t li 

Saturday 31 } Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
beok at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, The necessary papers, includ. 
ing two copies of minutes of the pro- 

judgment or order, must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk not leas 
than one clear day before the cause is to 
be putin the paper. In default the cause 
will not be put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further 
consideration are required fer the use of 
the judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes 
of the proposed judgment or order, 1 
copy ae and 1 ay master’s 
certificate. These must be left in court 
with the judge’s clerk not less than 
one clear day before the further con. 
sideration is ready to come into the paper, 


Krxe’s Beynon Court. 
Mr. Justice EVE. 

Mots, sht caus, pete, fur 

eee : con, and non-wit list 
a lw +4 ys 

Thursday ¥ 0 { Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 11.. Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...12 { Manchester, and Liverpoak 


Monday...... 14...8itting in chambers 


Sht caus, pete, fur con 
Tuesday 15 { Sad non-wit list ‘ 


Thursday ...17 
Friday ..... 18 . Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...19 . Non-wit list 


-Monday......21 Sitting in chambers 


Sht caus. ts, fur co 
Tuesday ...22 and homme Fy ™ 
Wednerday 23...Non-wit list 
Thursday ...24...Mots and non-wit list 


Friday .....25 | NO sitting (King’s birth 
Saturday ...26 nt ak may and Manchester 


Monday..,...28 . Sitting in chambers 


Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday ...29 } and non-wit list’ 


Thurs., July 1 
Friday ...... 2...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 3...Non-w.t list 
Monday .... 5 Sitting in chambers 

6 Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
: and non-wit list 
wednesday 7 | Non-wit list 
Friday ....., ey and pair list ail 

Manchester and Liver 

Saturday ...10 business 


Monday...... 1s... eg in ge 
caus, pets, fur con, 
an vip and non-wit list : 
ay 14 os 12 

Thureday ...15 { Non-wit list 
Friday .... 16. Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday .. 17 ..Non-wit list 
Monday...... et oe in anmiee 

t caus, pets, fur con 
— oe { and non-wit list ‘ 

y s 

Tee v2 } Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 23,..Mots and not. wit list 
Saturday ...24 { ae a and Manchester 
Monday .,.. 26 page | in Combes 

t caus, pete, fur con, 
Tuesday .. 27 ond non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must so marked in the cause 
book at 1 one clear day before the 
same can be put in the per to be 
80 Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order must 
be left in court with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
put in the paper. In default the cause 
will not be put in the paper, 

N.B.—The following papers on further con 
sideration are soneiped tur the ame a8 the 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed pes or order, 1 

igs, &t ae 4 master’s certificate a 
which must be left in court with the 
Judge’s Clerk one clear day before the 
Farther Consideration is ready to come 
into the Paper, 
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Court of Criminal Appeal. 








COURT OF APPEAL. 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 1909. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


(General List.) 
1908 


In re Clifford, dec Hart and ors v: Reeve and ors appl of defte from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated November 16, 1907 (s o until 
further order) March 6 

Attorney-Gen v Birmingham, &c., Drainage Board appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated November 21, 1907 (s o 2nd day 
Trinity, 1909) March 14 

White v Summers appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
April 6, 1908 (s o Ist day of Trinity, P 8) April 10 

Mashonaland Ry Co ld v Beira Ry Co ld and ors appl of J H H 
Duncan and ors defts from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated July 10, 
1908 October 21 ~ 

In re William Stevens dec Stevens v Stevens and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated November 12, 1908 (s o 1st 
day Trinity) November 25 

In the Matter of The Arbitration Act, 1889 and In re the Matter of an 
Arbitration between The Law Guarantee and Trust Society and The 
Law Accident Insurance Soc ld appl of The Law Accident Insurance 
Soc ld from order of Mr Justice Warrington (special case), dated 
Nov 18, 1908 (so June 14) Dec 5 

1909, 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900 and In the Matter 
of De Dion Bouton (1897) ld (motn by Tweedy) appl of respt co from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 19,1909 Feb15. Same v Same 
(motn by Harry Stonehouse) appl of respt co from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated Jan 19 1909 Feb 15 

Expte The Great Western Ry Co In re Great Western Ry (New Rail- 
ways) Act, 1905 and In re the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts appl 
of Mayor, etc., of Boro of Kensington from order of Mr Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated Jan 30, 1909 (so) March 10 

In re A Boake, Roberts & Co ld Trade Marks, Nos 46,664, 46,665, and 
283,888 and The Trade Marks Act, 1905 appl of applts W A Way- 
land & Co from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 15, 1 
March 19 

In re A Boake, Roberts & Co ld and W A Wayland defts appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 15 1909 March 19 

In re Ralston’s Patent No 13,444 of 1896 an In re Patents and Designs 
Act, 1907 appl of respt G S Ralston from order of Mr Justice War- 
rington, dated March 4, 1909 (produce order) March 26 

In re Preston & Ralston’s Patent, No 7,970 of 1903 and In re Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907 appl of respt G S Ralston from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated Ma: 4, 1909 (produce order) March 26 

In re Preston & Ralston’s Patent, No 7,970 of 1903 and In re Patents 
and .Designs Act, 1907 appl of respt E P Preston from order of Mr 
Justice Wersinaten, da reh 4, 1909 (produce order) March 26 

Hill and anr v Bulley appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice War- 
rington, dated March 2, 1909 March 26 

In re Lord Chesham’s Settlement Viscount Valentia v Lady Chesham 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Jan 12, 1 April 15 

Powell v Hemsley appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated 
Feb 24, 1909 April 15 

Angel v Denton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 
March 16, 1909 April 16 

In re Richardson dec Massingham v Richardson and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Jan 20, 1909 April 19 

In re E W’Thompson dec Bingemann v Thompson appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated March 10, 1909 April 22 

Rees v William Watkin-Williams appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Jan 12, 1909 April 26 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900 Boaler v Esson & Power In 
re John Esson & Son ld appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
dated April 30, 1909 (security ordered) May 4 

His Majesty’s Attorney-Gen at and by the relation of The Bristol Water 
Works Co and The Bristol Water Works Co v The West Gloucester- 
shire Water Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated Feb 19, 19099 May 5 

In re Henry Treadway, dec Treadway v Buckridge appl of M J 
Treadway from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated March 29, 
1909 May 5 

In re H A Kay, dec Tatham and anr v Incorporated Society of Psychical 
Research appl of National Society for Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated April 24, 1909 May 7 

In re Andrew Fountaine, dec Fountaine v Amherst appl of pltif from 
order of Mr Justice Warrin , dated Dec 18, 1908. May 10 

In re James Bailey, dec Richards v Morris appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 22, 1909 May 10 

In re T R Almond, deo Almond v Almond appl of pltff from order 
of Mr Justice Eve, dated May 4, 1909 (produce order) May 12 

In re R W Child, dec Leaver and anr v Child and ors appl of M J 
Leaver from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated April 19, 190° 

(by leave of Court of Appeal) May 12 
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Smith v Turnbull appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated | Gathorne Hardy and Sir James Woodhouse, dated Nov 24, 1998 
Feb 10, 1909 May 14 | Jan 
In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1907 and In the Matter | John Jones & Sons ld v The Financiai Times ld appl of deft from jud 
of Galbraith Grant ld appl of The Liquidator from order of Mr | of Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Leicester, dated Jan 
Justice Neville, dated May 4, 1909 May 17 | 1909 Feb3 
In re Nichols & Van Joel’s Contract and In re Vendor and Purchaser Seal and’ anr v Kingston appl of pitfis from judgt of Mr Justice Big. 
Act, 1874 appl of J Bower and ors from order of Mr Justice Neville, | ham, dated Nov 24, 1908 Feb 
dated April 28, 1909 May 21 Munby -& Nevile v Rodriquez appl of pltfis from judgt of Mr Justicg 
In re Chapman, dec Chapman v Allen and ors appl of deft A E Bailey Buckmill, dated Jan 25, 1909 heb 6 
from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated May 6, 1909 and cross-notice by | Cato and anr v Ventnor Gas & Water Co appln of pltfis for judgt or 
deft J L Marshall, dated May 25, 1909 May 26 new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 5, 1909, at trial 
Vincent and ors v Palmer appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 11 
Swinfen Eady, dated May 5, 1909 May 27 Wing v London General Omnibus Co ld appl of defts from judgt of 
In re Willink’s Marriage Settlement Trusts Willink v Willink appl of | Justices Bigham and Walton, dated Jan 27, 1909 Feb 13 
deft from order of Mr. Justice Neville, dated May 3, 1909 May 28 Harvey v Samuel appl of deft oa t of Mr Justice Channell with- 
1 
? 


ausiae Ee ee ee ae , ‘ | out a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 9 Feb 15 
FROM THE CHAN( anes —~ 2 pera AND DIVORCE | Jenkins v Picture Press ld appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
eee | appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1909, at trial before Mr 
(Interlocutory List.) | Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 16 
1909, a ord v ee appl oo ome judgt of Mr Justice Channel, 
In re Baird, dec de Witt v Villiers and ors appl of defts from order of Middlesex, dated Jan 28, 1 eb 16 ae : 

Me Justice Eve, dated Jan 19, 1000 (0.0 sing tic) March 24 R A Dutson vy W H Nephew & Co (Bristol District Registry) appl of 
In re Mackenzie, dec Bain vy Mackenzie appl of deft from order of | defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 29, 1909 (s o not before June 15) dated Jan 30, 1909 Feb 17 : ; 

May 10 . Read and anr v Price and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 


Probate in the Estate of Olive M S Melville, dec Melville v Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 3, 1909 Feb 18 
Ancketioo appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, Fisher v Tasker appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
dated May 18, 1909 May 22 ae ee ee. dated Feb 8, 1909, at trial before The Sheriff of 

Hallamore vy International Finance and Development Corpn ld and orkshire Ie : 4 
anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 17, Fisher v Tasker appl of deft, from order of Mr Justice Pickford, dated 
oe ri es haere ren ae ae 

FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. Cwithout a jury’ York, dated Jam15 1909 Fel) 26 — 


(General List.) Great Central Ry Co v Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co (Railway and 
1909. Canal Commission) appl of applicants from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
Divorce Scharrer, J H v Scharrer, H S appl of respt from judgt of Lawrence, The Hon A E Gathorne-Hardy and Sir James Woodhouse, 


dated Dec 18, 1908 (s o not before May 10) Feb 26 


Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 24, 1909 May 26 ‘ ; 
orate eget ay ater nade 2 y Danks v Sherek & Braff appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 12, 1909, at trial before The 
(Interlocutory List.) Lord Chief Justice and a common jury, Middlesex ‘March 3 
1909. Stevens v The Hudson Bay Co (Revenue Side) appl of respts from 





In re John Windle, dec Windle vy Pollard appl of The Official Solicitor | _judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Feb 19, 1909 March 4 
from order of The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancas- | Scudder v L_C C appln of pltff.for judgt or new trial on appl from 
ter, dated April 2, 1909 April 27 : — -_ go niyo pots ag, Le before Mr Justice 
Bullivant v Trafford Park Dwellings ld appl of defts from order of | _ Varling & special jury, Middlesex TC. 
The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated April | The Rosin and Turpentine Import Co vB Jacobs & Sons ld appl of defts 
6, 1909 April 30 Same v Same appl of defts April 30 Same v from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Trafford Park Estates 1d appl of defts April 30 Feb 19, 1909 March 5 : ‘ 
In re John Gardner Sykes, dec Sykes v Sykes appl of pltff from order | Daniel v Great Northern Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
of The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 24, 1909, at trial before 
May 3. 19099 May 13 Same v Same May 14 Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 6 
In re Sabina Murphy, dec Hampton v Boyd appl of deft from order | United Counties Theatres ld v W Durrant and ors appln of defts for 
of The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated judgt or new trial on avn! from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1908, 


Feb 22, 1909 May 21 at tric] before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
: “ ie a _ : March 6 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. L Teller as F Lawrence v Welch (widow) and B Welch (widow) v L 

Application, Teller and anr (by counter-claim) appln of B Welch for judgt or new 


trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 5, 1909, at trial 
before Mr, Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex March 13 
G N Charlton v A N Pearson and anr appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated February 25, 1909, 
at trial before Mr. Justice Jelf and a common jury, Nottingham 


{In Bankruptcy.) 
In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor) No 470 of 1909 (a) to appeal from 
order of Mr Registrar Linklater, dated May 17, 1909, without lodging 
security for costs (b) to extend time of appeal (c) to stay proceeding 


until hearing of appeal March 15 : 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION, Red R Steamship Co ld v Allatine Bros and ors app! of pltffs from indgt 
(Final and New Trial List.) of Mr. Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 2, 
1908. 1909 March 15 


c G i ol of deft f jud Justices Phillimore 
Redfern v Hope appl of deft from judgt of Justices Channell and Sutton, . and Wales,” dad Poe 2 1909 “oa 6. Thomas v "Collins 


dated July 2, 1908 (amd motion) (not before July 1) Aug 18 é j i illi 
In the Matter of an Arbitration between two Solicitors pon. of applicant app - ag Rare, Aa 7 Paeeeee sad ee. Se 
from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Walton, dated | Tha County of Durham Electrical Power Distribution Co ld v The 
Oct 23, 1908 part heard (restored March 22, 1909) Oct 31 Commrs of Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) appl of applts from judgt 
The Comptoir National D’Escompte de Paris v Law, Car and General of Mr Justice Channell, dated Feb 26, 1909: March 16 
Insce Corpn ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray (Com- | 7 W Smith (Surveyor of Taxes) v The Lion Brewery Co ld (Fevenue 
mercial List), dated Oct 20, 1908 Nov 3 Nide) appl of respts from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Milne and ors vy Mersey Weaver & Ship Canal Co ld appln of defts Feb 19.1909 March 17 
for judgt or new trial on appl. from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, | k Tether % Littlehampton Urban District Council A Latter v Same 
1908, at trial ‘before Mr Justice Channel] and a special jury, Man- | app] of pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, without a jury, 
__ chester Dec 8 { Sussex, dated Feb 15, 1909 March 19 
Theobald v Brettell appln of deft for judgt cr new trial on appl from | Avis and anr v Tizard appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
verdict and judgt, dated Dez 1, 1908, at trial before The Lord Chief from verdict and judgt, dated March 4, 1909, at trial before Mr Justice 
Justice and a common jury, Birmingham Dec 16 Coleridge and a common jury Middx March 23 
Lever Bros ld v Baines & Co ld appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial | yyKelvie v Pilsley Colliery Co ja appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 15, 1909, at trial before on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1909, at trial before 
Mr Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Liverpool Dec 18 Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Derby March 26 
1909. Ham Hill & Doulting Stone Co ld v Rees appl of deft Rees from judgt 
Holwell Iron Co ld vy Midland Ry Co (Railway and Canal Commission) | of Mr. Justice Ridley, without a jury, Taunton, dated March 10, 198 
appl of applicants from judgt of Mr. Justice A T Lawrence, The Hon March 26 + mane 
A E Gathorne Hardy and Sir James Woodhouse, dated Dec 9, 1908 | FE Bones v Wolseley Tool and Motor Car Cold appl of defts from judgt 
(produce order) Jan 5 ’ of Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Birmingham, 
Great. Western Ry Co v Midland Ry Co (Railway and Canal Commission) March 15, 1909 March 29 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, The Hon A E (To be continued.) 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
TRENITY SITTINGS, 1909. 


Notices RELATING To THE CHANCERY CaAUsE LisT. 


Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
mm the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr, Justice Joyce.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken daily through- 
out the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Swrvren Eapy.—Except when other business is advertised , 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will sit for the 
disposal of his Lordship’s Witness List daily ———— the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice WaRRINGTON.—Except when other ‘business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will take his business ' 
as announced in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice NEVILLE will take his business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice ParkEeR.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Parker will sit for the disposal of | 
his Lordship’s Witness List daily (except Saturdays) throughout the 





ae Sustice Eve will take his business as announced in the Trinity | 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr, Justice Eve will take Liver- 
a and Manchester business on Saturdays, the 12th and 26th June, the 
Oth and 24th July. | 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, 
Mr, Justice Neviniz, and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in Court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses, 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
heard by Mr. Justice Warrineton, Mr. Justice NEvILLE, and Mr. 
Justice EvE. 


Notice with REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY WITNEss Lists. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of | 
Witness Actions as follows :— 

Mr, Justice Joycx will take the Witness List for Joyce and j 
Eves, JJ. j 

Mr, Justice SwInFEN Eapy will take the Witness List for SwiNFEN ' 
Eapy and NEvIL1B, JJ 

Mr. Justice Parkrr will.take the Witness List for WARRINGTON ' 
and Parker, JJ. 


CHANCERY CaUsEs FoR TRIAL OR HEARING. 
Set down to May 28, 1909. 

Before Mr. Justice Joyce. Evan Thomas v Aberavon Corpn 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) act 
Wormull y Wormull act Lane and Chaplin ld v Lane act 
Rotary Photographic Co Id v | (stayed until filing of deposi- 

Davidson Bros act In re The | tions, Nov 17) 

Registered Design, No. 529,170, | Saunders vy Carbonneau act and 





of The Rota: hotographic Co |  counter-claim (stayed by order 

ld and In re The Patent and De- | of March 26 until return of 

ome ‘Acts, 1907 motn to rec- | _ Commission) 

tily register | Greenwood v Armitage act (not | 
Wiseman vy Patz act (s.o. for dis- | before June 15) 


covery) | In ve Fountaine Fountaine v 
In re Baroness de Noirfontaine, | Ambherst act 





dec Rechnitzer v De Wette | Pink v Pink act 
act pt hd Brown v Holmes and Allen act 
Peignon v Cardon act (stayed for | Alhambra Co ld v Loftus act (not 
security : before June 21) 
British ‘Westinghouse Electrical | Bouchier v Carshalton Laundry 1d 


Manufacturing Co v Braulik act 
Tate v Galloway act 
In re General and Friendly Col- 
lecting Soc Joseph v Betts 


act 
Young v Noakes act 
Attorney-Gen vy Mayor of And- 
over act 


act Rome v Stuart act 
In re The Liverpool Victoria Legal 


i aaa Soc Dunn v Highton 


Favarger v Willoughby act 
mberland County “Council v 
North British Ry Co act 
(June 16) 

v Comins act 

Johnston vy Oliver act 

Hough v Central Advance and 
Discount Corpn ld act 

v Haydock act 

Attorney-Gen v Grand Junction 


(s.o. until 
return of Commission, April 21) 

Smith-Bosanquet v Smith act 
(not before June 24) 

McKie v Cayley act and counter- 
claim 


| 
In re Maria Marsden, dec Cock- 
shott v D’Arcy Cook act 
Elliott v Wilts and Dorset Bank- 
ing Co act 
Harley v Wertheimer act 
In re Treherne Treherne v Tre- 
herne act 
Jellett v Keeble act 





a Co act (not before June Semper v Calf act and counter- 
oa : claim 
eae Rv Co v British Westing- | The Cake and Biscuit Co ld v 
nouse Electric and Manufactur- Sharman act 
30) Co ld act (not before June | Matthews v Heard act 
Sn In re Certus (Gearless) Co ld 
Tune 30) (not before “1 v The Company act and : 


Quance v Askinstall act 

Hawkins v Pizey act 

City and County Land and Build- 
ing Co ld v Holloway Bros 
(London) Id act 

Gardner v Williams act 

Macphail v Torrance act 

Thomas v Churchwardens of En- 
field act and counter-claim 

In re Leeds Laundry ld_ Butter- 
worth v The Company act 

In re Clarence Hotel (LIfracombe) 
ld Adjustments ld v The Com- 
pany act and counter-claim 

Barnett v Fieldings act 

Cradock v Golding act 


, In re James Bird, dec Andrews 


v Bryant act 

Chalmers-Hunt v Davies act and 
counter-claim 

Bolton v Harris act and counter- 
claim 

West v West act 

North v North and anr act and 
m f j 


——— 


Before Mr. Justice SwiInFEN 


haDY. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) 


Grierson v Oldham and ors act 
Walmsley v Featherstone Urban 
District Council act 


| In re West West v Roberts act 


Tucker v Jelly act and counter- 
claim 

Child v Ward act 

Johnson v Cooper, Cooper and 
Johnson ld act ; 

The Automobile Carriage Builders 
ld v Sayers act and counter- 
claim 

Green v Green act 

Laizaire v Smith act 

Naumann v Kottusch act 

Allan v Martin act 

The Provident assoc of London ]d 
v Clatworthy act (restored) 

Liversidge v Parker act 

George Skey & Co Id v Parsons 
act and counter-claim 

Ascherson vy The Tredegar Dry 
Dock and Wharf Co act 

Tom Jones v South Wales Miners’ 
Federation and ors act 

Kingerlee v Gibbons act 

South Eastern Ry Co v Associated 
Portland Cement Manufacturers 
(1900) Id act 

Samson v Slater act 

Wight-Boycott v Mounsey act 

Graf v Jarrett act 

Attorney-Gen v John Brown & Co 


Id act 

Venning, Williams & Douglas ld 
v Wocdward act 

Lange v Helleken act and coun- 
ter-claim 

In re Langman, dec Rickard v 
Rickard act 

Tidy v Blair act 

Attorney-Gen vy Tottenham Urban 
District Council act 


Consolidated Petroleum Co ld v 


C T Bowring and Cold act 


_ Wilson v Newquay Hotel Co act 


and counter-claim 

East. Barnet Urban District Coun 
cil v Stallard act 

Kendall v Heanly and anr act 


‘ Nicholls v Kershaw act 
: Hartler v Shenton act and coun- 


ter-claim 
Platt v Rowe act 
Basden v Hooley and anr act 
Seckett and Barnes v Clozenberg 
counter-claim. 
North London Land and Building 
Co v Bertie act and counter- 
Wand IG ld v Millington 
- an teorge ld v / 
and Sheldrick act ' 
Harvison v Mander act (restored) 





Beattie vy Hutchinson act 
Norman v Henley act 
Green v Howell act 





Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
ained. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) 

Kennaway v Saunders act pt hd 
Drew v Perry act 

In re Ralph Noke, dec Noke v 

Noke enquiry (under order of 

April 6, 1908, with witnesses) 


| Mitchell and anr v Cartwright and 


ors act (for June 15, subject 
to anything pt hd) 

Spiers v Matthews act (fixed for 
wag 15, subject to anything 


pt hd) 

The Howard Asphalte Troughing 
Co id v Qakley Steel Foundry 
(1907) Id and ors act (fixed for 
June 22, subject to anything 


pt hd) 

Owen v The East Indian Tea and 
(Produce Co id act (fixed for 
June 29, subject to anything 

hd 


pt hd) 
| In re The Companies Acts, 1862, 


1907 In re The Knott End Ry 
Act, 1908 In re The Garstang 
and Knott End Ry Co adjd 
sumns with witnesses (by order) 


Further Considerations. 
Cockshott v Hall fur con 
Richard Miniken Wilkes v Sarah 

Elizabeth Wilkes fur con 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Bashford v Lane adjd sumns 
In re Edward Teasdale, dec In re 
J B Child, dec Teasdale v 
Boileau adjd sumns 

In re Whitman, dec Whitman v 
Stuart Denninson adjd sumns 

In re Joseph Laycock, dec Lay- 
cock vy Lay adjd sumns 

In re Aldam’s Trusts Forde v 
'Warde-Aldam adjd sumns 

In re Edward Smith, dec Howitt 

. v Smith adjd sumns 

In re William Towndrow, dec 
Gratton v Machen adjd sumns 

In re Henry Chapman, dec The 
Trustees, Executors and Securi- 
ties Insce Corpn Id v Ellis and 
ors adjd sumns 

In re Dalton, dec Dalton v Dal- 
ton adjd sumns 

In re A ‘A Spink, dec In re AA 
Freeman, dec Freeman v Thom- 
son adjd sumns 

In re G Tickner, dec Colpus v 
Turner adjd sumns 

In re Hargreaves, dec Ridgway v 
Hargreaves adjd sumns 

In re Attwood’s ate Attwood 

v Attwood adjd sumns 

In* re J Thornton, dec 

Thornton v Harrison § adjd 

sumns (with witnesses, by order) 

In re Mitchell Templeton and Ed- 
ward Cox, Solrs of the Supreme 
Court adjd sumns 

In re Elizabeth Ann Trelawney, 
dec de Bechevét v Strode 
adjd cumns 

In re Deed of Partnership, dated 
March 22, 1907 Dege v Dege 
and anr adjd sumns 

In re William Gibson, dee Har- 
burn v Gibson adjd sumns 

In re Catherine Vanstone, 
Hume v Hume adjd sumns 

In re The Japanese and Eastern 
Corpn Cohen v The Company 
adjd sumns 

In re The Estate of M. A. Fitz- 
gerald, dec Bullen v Norbury 
adjd sumns 

In re Elizabeth Frost, dec Par- 
ker-Jervis vy Lake adjd summs 


dec 
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In re Ellen Amor, dec Amor vy 
Wallers adjd sumns 
= v za Leeds Contract Co 


Id 

In re ume Paddon, dec Stain- 
cliffe v Adlam adjd sumns 

In re Tom Nickall’s Settled Trusts 
Hawes v Simpson adjd sumns 

In re ‘Rowley and Nicklin’s Con 
tract and In re The Vendor and 
Purchasers’ Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 

In re Nottingham’s Settlement 
Paice v Jeffries adjd sumns 

In re G H Plowman, dec Free- 
body v Plowman adjd sumns 

In re J Mache, dec Jack v Evans 
adjd sumns 

In re T P Thomas, dec Thomas 
v Thomas adjd sumns 

In re Donald’s Estate 
Somerset adjd summns 

In re The Estate of David James 
vall, dec Crisp v Ivall adjd 
sumns 

In re Joseph Breeden, de: 
McNamara v Davies and anr 
m fj 

White and ors v Pollard m f j 

Warde-Aldam v Union of London 
and Smith’s Bank ld m f j 

In re Hepworth, dec Edwards v 
Epps  adjd sumns 

Hubbard v Pattinson 


Moore v 


m f j 


In re G_ Dickinson’s Estat: 
Pytches v Dickinson adjd 
sumns 


In re Brockley’s Estate Brockley 
v Mason adjd sumns 

In re Cowper Coles Copper Corpr 
ld Sir Arthur Conan Doyle v 


The Copper egg ld m f j 
In re Boulcott’s oa Boulcott 


v Sumner adjd sum 

Nicolo Zanelli v Leon =k Co ld 
adjd sumns 

In re Sagar’s Trustees and Hal- 
stead’s Contract and In re Ven- 
dor and Purchaser Act, 1874 
adjd sumns 

In re Dulcibella Pye, dec Crohn 
v Schulze adjd sumns 

In re Fanny Fenwick, dec Sexton 
v Scott adjd summs 





Before Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 
Retained ‘by Order. Witness 
Actions. 


Craster v Thomas act pt hd 
Walker v Walker: act (June 30) 


Causes for Trial Without Wit- 

nesses and Adjourned Summonses. 

O'Reilly v Bonney adjd sumns (to 
come on with fur con) 

In re Vieweg’s Trusts Alabaster 
v Rudgley adjd sumns 

Graham v Greenop adjd sumns 

In re Mouchel, dec Thomson v 
Joly act and m f j 

In re Beaumont’s Fotate Beat- 
mont v Newman adjd sumns 

In re_ Liversidge’s Settlement 
Liversidge v Theobald adjd 


eumns 

In re Ilderton, dec Lang v Gil- 
bert motion to vary minutes of 
order 

In re Holdway Gabriel v Marsh- 
man jd sumns 

In re Hugh Mair, dec William- 
son v French adjd sumns 

In re Rowney Sinclair v Jermyn 
adjd sumns 

In re — Ridedale v Bunch 


adjd 
In re Parnnd. dec Carter v Hop- 
kinson adjd sumns 
In re Bagley, dec Bagley v Bag- 
jd sumns 
dec Frowd vy Cole 


In re Frowd, 
adjd sumns 








In re Thomas (Watkins, dec 
Morris v Jones adjd sumns 

In re L J Jordan, dec Joseph v 
Jordan adjd sumns 

In re Hooper, dec 
Hooper adjd sumns 

In re Gingell Baddeley v Coven- 
try adjd sumns 

Gill v Marshall adjd sumns 

In re J. W. Martin, dec Wilkes 
v Lemarchand adjd sumns 

In re C E Lamplough, dec Har- 
land v Lamplough adjd sumns 

In re Squance Settlement Trusts 
In re Oliver, dec . Few v Oliver 
adjd sumns 

In re Herbert Lloyd, dec 
ties v Jones adjd sumns 

In re W Hugh Rankin, dec 
kin v Pain adjd sumns 

In re _ Fitzgerald’s Settlement 
Trusts Fitzgerald v _ Leslie 
adjd sumns 

In re Francis Wilday, dec Pond 
v Freeman adjd sumns 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905 In 
re Kenrick and Jefferdson’s Ap- 
plication for Registration of 
Trade Mark mot 

Briggs v Bencard m fj 

Evans v Evans adjd sumns 

In re Weguelin, dec Weguelin v 
Talbot adjd sumns 

In re W—— __—i(Balfour v Talbot 
adjd sumns 

In re Micklem’s Settlement Mick- 
lem vy Micklem adjd sumns 

In re Same Same v Same adjd 
sumns 

In re Weguelin Orford v Wegue- 
lin adjd sumns 

In re Morris W—— v Morris 
adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Winfield, 
field v Pegg m f j (short) 


Davies v 


Har- 


Ran- 


Further Considerations. 
Wooler v [Wooler fur con 
Hirst v Hirst fur con 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). Peti- 


tions. 


Descours, Parry and Co ld (petn 
of W Monnet and Sons—s.o. 
from Feb 17 to June 8, 1909) 

Naversberg Falun Copper’ Mines 
and Works ld (petn of R A Fair- 
clough—s.o. from May 11 to 
June 8, 1909) 

Khoosh Bitters (1906) ld (petn of 
L Lumley and Co ld—s.o, from 
May 11 to June 8, 1909) 

Inde, Coope and Co ld (petn of C 
Spalding) Same (petm of H G 
Da. Costa—s.o. from May 18 to 
July 20, 1909 


) 
Gimblett, Son and Co ld (petn of | 


Pocock Bros—s.o. from May 18 
to June 8, 1909) 

Premier Bond Investment Corpn 
ld (petn of W D Barnitt—Liver- 
pool District Registry—s.o. from 
May 18 to June 8, 1909) 

Inshaw Seamleses Iron and Steel 
Tubes Id—petn of James Gem- 
mell—s.o, from May 18 to June 
8, 1909) 

Imperial Colonial Club ld (petn of 
James Wyatt ld—s,o. from May 
18 to June 8, 1909) 

Hide Skin and Produce Agency ld 
(petn of Goad Rigg and Co—+.o. 
from May 18 to June 8, 1909) 
Clubs id (petn of Bonthron and 
Co ld—s.o, from May 25 to June 

29, 1909) 

George Hickton and Co ld (petn 

of G. Lombard and Co—+.0o. 

from May 25 to June 8, 1909) 











co Wa | Ee 


‘World Industrial Bank ld ( 
of Picken Brothers ld—s.o. 
am 25 to June 15, 1909) 
New York and Continental Line 
(petn of Turner and Durmett— 
with witnesses—s.o. from May 
25 to June 29, 1909) 

Progressive Assurance Co Id (petn 
of J Campbell and ors) 

Lane’s Laundry ld (petn of C G 


Algar) 

Gloucester ‘Motor Cab Co ld (petn 
of H W Kirby) 

Amalgamated Distillers Co 1d 
(petn of Johnson, Riddle and 
Co 1d) 

Platinum Corpn ld (petn of H B 
Gill and ors) 

Ellwood and Sledmere ld (petn of 
Daniel and Arter) 

Crystal Palace Co (petn of Pru- 
dentia] Aesurance & 

Thanet Press ld (petn of J W 
Whyman and anr) 


rom 


Chancery Division. 
Petition under Section 39 of the 
Companies’ Act, 1907. 

Oils and Merchandise (Africa) ld 
(on 23rd March, 1909, ordered 

to stand over generally) 


Petitions (for Reduction of Capi- 
tal 


Mount Yagahong ‘axplorati ion and 
Finance Co Id and reduced— 
ordered on May 4, 1909, to stand 
over generally) 

British Stone and Marble Co !d 
and reduced 

Columbian Fireproofing Co ld and 
reduced 


ies St pegs | Up). Motion 
E yy nee Id (to 900) order, 
dated May 28, 1909 


Companies bay i. 
Chancery Division. Court 

monses. 

New De Kaap ld (for removal of 
Liquidator—with witnesses— 
ordered to stand over generally 
on Jan 19, ag! 

Florida Land and fortgage Co ld 
(to vary list of contrybutories— 
with witnesses) 

London Hillman-Coatalen Cars ld 
= determination of amount of 

mpeg a witnesses) 

Alsop Flour Process Id (on claim 
of W. Vernon and Sons) 

Rhodesia Goldfields ld Partridge 
v Rhodesia Goldfields ld and anr 
(to varv General Certificate) 

Belper Gas and Coke Co (mis- 
feasance—with witnesses) 

Maidstone Palace of Varieties 1d 
Blair v Maidstone Palace of 
Varieties ld and ors (for delivery 
of claim of en Light, Power 
and Hiring Co ld) 

Strand Wood Co ld (misfeasance) 


and 
Sum- 





Before Mr, Justice PARKER. 
Retained by Order. Adjourned 
ummonses. 

In re Clair James Grece, dec 
Grece v Grece adjd sumns by 
order (for June 8 

In re Daniel’s Settlement Daniel 
v Gould adjd sumns pt hd 


Petition. 
In re Waugh Robinson vy Munro 
(s.o. generally) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

ery v bape tl and Son 
act (8.0, settlement 

Causton oh many | Rider mae ors 
act and counter-claim (s.o. for 
a month after report) 





—= 

Linotype Co Id and anr v Mer- 
ceagveard Linotype Co point of 

w and act In the Matter of 
The Trade Mark, No. 96, 663, 
in Class 6, and No. 99,605, in 
Class 13, and in the Matter of 
The Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 
= mot to expunge (s.o. June 

) 

Woodland v Rushbrooke act (s.o, 
for settlement) 

In re the Estate of The Right 
Hon H Bentick, dec Shannon 
and ors v Hordern and ors act 

In re The Earl of Shannon, des 
Shannon and amr v Hordern and 
ors act by certificate 

In re The Earl of Shannon, dec 
Shannon v Hordern and ors 
same (s.o. not before July 12) 

Parsons v Tuck and ors act, (s.0. 
for 10 days after summons dis- 
posed of) 

The Flour Oxidizing Co ld v The 
Cobden Flour Mills Co ld act 

Parry v Elwes act (s.o. not before 
June 21) 

In re Luckhardt, dec Luckhardt 
v Luckhardt act (s.o. 14 days 
after depositions filed) 

Riddell v Goff act (not before 
July 15) 

Crosthwaite v Senior act 

In re Josiah Thomas Poyser, dec 
Poyser and ors v Poyser and 
ors act (not before June 21) 

Sartorius and anr v Ross and ors 
act (not before Michaelmas) 

James v Pilliner act (s.o. not be- 
fore 7 days after discovery, etc.) 

Rutter v Ferguson act 

Steinberg v Bradstreet act 

In the Matter of the One and All 
Sickness, etc. Assoc Rossing- 
ton and ors v Trathen and ors 


act 

Mitchell v Johnstone and ors act 
and motion by plaintiff 

Woodard v Gale act 

Dryden v Gardner act 

In re ‘William Henry Barber, dec 

Barber v Lidiard and Flood act 

James Jones and Sons Id v Lord 
Tankerville act pt hd 

Higgs v Higgs Barber v Higgs 
act (restored) 

Smith v The London Electrobus 
Cold act 

Hudson v Emerson act 

Booth’s Distillery Co 1d v Bash- 
ford act (by certificate) 

W. R Sykes Interlocking Signal 
Co ld v McKenzie and Holland 
Id act 

Holsworth v Neale act 

Bradley v Lewis act 

The Reading Motor Co Id v Rob- 
son act and counter-claim 
(stayed for security) 

Gillette Safety Razor v A W 
Gamage ld act (s.o, not before 
July 8) 

Heinemann v Smart Set Publish- 
ing Co ld and anr act 

Cox v Cox act 

Sugar v Bury act 
claim 

Jeffries v Jeffries 
fore June 21) 

W J Smith"Ild v Garratt and ors 


and counter: 


act (s.o. not be- 


act 

Price v Watkins act 

Smith v Malcolm act and coun- 
ter-claim 

In re Thurefield, dec Thursfield ¥ 
Burgess and ors act and m fj 
against anr 

Gramophone Co ld v Magaz'me 
Holder Co ld act 

Foster v Benskin act 


Attorney- -Gen and Cookham Rural 
District Council v Parsons act ~ 


e<geeeooureekeoell 


or 
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Godfrey —— and Sons and 
Beier Phillips ld v Ruesell 


Al vy Dunbar act and coun- 
ter-claim 

Ford Id and anr v Grossmith act 

The B T Tyre Syndicate v de 
Bingham act 

Whitehead v Tallner act 

Holt v Coggins act 

Caslake v Thorne act 

Marshall v The Attorney-Gen act 

Attorney-Gen v Wilton and Mar- 
shall (Wagg, third party) Same 
vy Clarke (Wagg, third party) 
act and m f j (consolidated by 
order) 


Before Mr, Justice Eve. 
Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Myer v Bourke act and counter- 
claim 

In re Reed, dec Hollman v Reed 
act and counter-claim 

Mallinson v Capell act 

Knowles ¢ Ocean Accident and 
Guarantee Corpn Id act 


(For Mr. Justice Joyce). 
The London Music Hall ld v Aus- 
ten act (not before June 30) 


Causes for Trial Without Wit- 
nesses and Adjourned Summonses. 
Greenwood v Armitage adjd 


sumns 

In re Pollard Willson v Young 
adjd sumns (pt hd s.o.) 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905, and 
In re The Application No. 
302,289 of Holbrooks ld motion 

In re an Application No, 298,807 
by Witfield’s Bedsteads ld and 
In re The Trade Marks Act 
1905 motion 

In re Cooper, dec Cooper v 
Cooper adjd sumns 

In re Cooper, dec Beck v Cooper 

adjd sumns (with witnesses) 

In re Widdas’ Settlement Trusts 
In re Widdas, dec Foster v 
Foster adjd sumns 

In re Dyson, dec Underwood v 
Moorhouse adjd sumns 

In re Graveney Graveney v All- 
away adjd sumns 

In re Unite, dec Edwards v Har- 
rison adjd sumns 

In re Cooper, dec Kerslake v 
Walter adjd sumns 

In re Rayner Jacob v Groves 
adjd sumns 

Drieselman vy Winstanley adjd 
sumns 

In re Jones Davies v Pritchard 
adjd sumns 

In re Roberts’ Will Trusts 
Roberts v Roberts adjd sumns 

In re Dixon, dec Hornby v 
Dixon adjd sumns 

In re Loach’s Settlement and In 
re The Settled Land Acts, 1882 
to 1890 adjd sumns 





In re Illingworth, dec and In re 


Illingworth’s Settled Trusts 
adjd sumns 
In re G F King, dec Bassi] v 
adjd sumns 


In re Same Same v Same adjd 
sumns 
In re Leeman Rouse v Badger 


sumns 

In re W D Cam, dec Brown v 
Carr adjd sumns 

In re Williams Mallingley v Har- 
ley adjd sumns 

In re Winstone, dec. Winter- 
botham v Winstone adjd sumns 

Ball v Clark adjd sumns 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905 and 
In re The Application No. 
298,448 of H N Brock and Co 
ld motion to proceed 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905, and 
In re Trade Marks Nos, 224,722, 
230,405, 230,406, and 230,407 
motion to rectify register 

In re Colvin, dec Kays v Groome 
adjd sumns 

In re Humphreys and The Mar- 
ried Women’s. Property Act, 
1882 adjd sumns (with wit- 
racy 3 

Iles v Daniel Jones and Co ld 
act 

In re Rees Williams vy Rees 
adjd sumns 

In re Pickering Duncan v Saun- 
ders adjd sumns 

In re Robbins and Billings’ Con- 
tract and In re Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act adjd sumns 

In re Pullin Palin v Pullin adjd 
sumns 

The Great Western Ry Co v Car- 
pilla United China Clay Co 
adjd sumns 

In re Harris’ Settled Estates and 
In re Settled Land Acts adjd 


sumns 

In re EW J Peterson, a Solicitor, 
and In re Taxation of Costs 
adjd sumns 

In re W Duffin, dec Garstin v 
Oxley adjd sumns 

Barber v Wilson adjd sumns 

In re Livesey, dec Bush v 
British ne Foreign Bible Soc 
adjd sum 

In re Pease’s + Settled Trusts Rad- 
cliffe vy Pease adjd sumns 

In re Celluloid 1d aoe v Cellu- 
loid ld m f j (short) 

In re Haslam Potter v Marsh 
adjd sumns 

In re Pitt’s Assignment Trusts 
Livermore v_ French  adjd 
sumns 


Further Considerations. 

In re Hanbury, dec Comiskey v 
Hanbury fur con and two adjd 
sumns (not before June 14) 

In re F J Cleaver, dec Kempton 
v Cleaver fur con and adjd 
sumns 

In re Gladwin Gladwin v Dewson 
fur con 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
June 'l4,—Messrs, Wearmrratt & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Proper:y, 


Residential ae Hotel, Freehold and Leasehold 


Doge ii, May 22 


old Investments (see advertisement, 


pe 14.—Mesars, Hampton a Sows, at the Mart: Freehold Building Estate (see 


advertisement, page iv, May 22 


Jane 15.—Merars, Caamrron & Busy, at the Mart, at 1: Residences (see advertise- 


ment, page vi, May 22). 


int, page iv. ’ May 2 


—_ 16,—Massrs, Baxeee, a & Lepper, at the Mart, at 2: Residences (see 
pate 16.—Mesars Davip Buawerr, Son & Bapprtry, at the Mart: Leasehold and 
22). 


Property (see advertisement, page vi, May 


Promina. oo agate Dyzr, Sox, & Huron, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Corner 


it, page vi, June 6), 











June 17,—Mesers. H, E. Foster & Ozanriecp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Rever- 
“—. — Annuity, Policies of Assurance, &c. (see adver.isem snt, back page, 
wi 

June 18.—Messrs, ALFexp Pszzce & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Residences and Lease- 
hold Ground-rent (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

June 18.—Messrs. Garratt, Ware, & Potamp. at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground- 
rent (see advertisewent, back page, this ). 

June 18.—Messrs. Cockerr & Henpxsson, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Estate (see advertisement, page v, this week). —s 

June 18.—Mr. Jossrx Srowzr, at Leominster, at 3: Freehold Properties (see 
advertisement, front page, May 22 23). ; é 

June 19.—Mr. J.C. H, Roprsoy, at the Swan Hotel, Bedford, at 3: Freehold and 
Copyhold Residential and 8: porting Estate (eee adver.isement, back page, this week). 

June 21 and ee ie ie Roergs, Caarman & Tuomas, at the Mart. at3: Free- 
hold and Lease Residences and Premises (see advertisement, page v. this week). 

June 23,— Messrs. Brarp & Sox, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Resi- 
dential Properties, &c. (see advertisement, page vi, May 22). 

June 23.—Messrs. Rost, W. Funier, Moon, & Fuuuxr, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold 
Ground-rents (see adver.isement, page vi, June 5), 

June 23 and 24.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mart, at 2: Ground- 
reute, Build.ng Sites, Residences, &c. (see erg es page vi, this’ week), 

June 24.—Messrs. Humsert & Frit, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences 
and “a. Land, buildiz ga, and * Building Bites (see advertisement, back 
page, June 

June 24,—Messre. Herrinc, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2: 
advertisement, page v, this week). 

June 25.— Messrs. Reywonds & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Warehouses, Shops, &c. 
(se advertisement, page v, .bis week). 

June 25.—M:sers. Hampron & Sons, at the Mart: Leasehold Investmants (see 
advertisement, page v, June 5). 

June 29.— Messrs. Taure@oop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2: Business Promises, Free- 
bold Country Houses, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this wesk). 

June 29.—Messrs. Taurcoop & Marri, atthe Mart, at 2: Freehold Mansion (see 
advertisement, page v, June 5). 

June 29 —Messrs. Depennam, Tawson & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Shop and 
Business Premises (see auvertisement, page v, June 5), 

June 30.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estate, 
Residence, and Land (see advertisement, page vi, June 5). 

July 14 and 16,.—Mesers, Humprrt & Fuint, at the Mart. at 2: Freehold Estate and 
— la — and Property and Freehold Investments (see advertisement, back 
page, June 5 

July 14.—Meesrs, Hawerom & Sows, at the Mart: Freehold (sce advertisement, 
page v, this week). 

Messrs. 8. Watxer & Sow, at the Mart: at early date, Freehold Ground-rents and 
Properties (see advertisement, back page, March 13), 


Grouné-rents (see 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Dax or Oxarm. 
London Gasette.—Frivax, May 21. 


Baareim, Excten Mavp, Long acre June 11 Revill & Son v Bartram, Joyce, J 
Rutland, » Commer oe 
ee ‘L HEOPBILUS, thorpe, ee Jane 21 J Osborn & Co v Phillipe, 
Eve, J Fawcett, Stockvon on Tees 
London Gazette.—Tuzspvay, May 25. 


Davigs, caste HeRsert, ae yd June 25 Kent v Kent, Warrington and 
Parke: 


JJ Baker, 
Wire, om, wae oa rd, seratford June 26 Chapman v Williams, Neville, J 
B.otr, Stratford 
London Gasette—Fripay, May 28. 
Herrmanson, Avotrs. Wilson st, Finsbury, Mercka:t July 3 Mouat v Herrmanson, 
Joyce,J Gai’, Aldermanburyg 
ProrgEror, Auaxanpxn, Handsworth, Stafford July1 Parkes vy Protheroe, Warring- 
ton, J Micaell, Birmmgoam 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, June 1, 
Livoox, Sanam Marta, Cromer, = June 28 Cadge v Edwards, Neville, J 
Haynes, Stone bidge, Lincoln’s % 
London aks seen June 4. 
Russeut, Murray Laweeznox, Horton, Buckingham, Estate Agent July2 Cartwright 
v Nicholson, Joyce, J Morley, Cheapside 


—— 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspar, June 1. 
Ascenses, Cs Cartes, Ramagate June2%s WJ&EH meagre Southampton bldgs, 


y in 
Barn, Wan, Felixstowe July7 Temple & 


Bakar, Caanuxs Eanest, Gledhow = Y--¥ $ Biddle & Co 
Alderman! 


bary 
, Mary ANN a Jane 28 Weyman & Co, Ludlow 
— Gospatt, Be size ead July 15 Drake & Go, Rood in 
bEAGLEY, JonN, “4 caieioe” Bamps By 
Bravnp, J a, og ne > — thy —~ ~ 
¥ LIAS 

Boon Faawx Oxsauxe, Surbiton, pets bn July 81 ; he ‘* Uo, Norfolk st 
Catvert, Gzorer Paepericg, ‘Acton st, Gray’s inn rd, Surveyor June 20 Chapman, 

Gray’e ino sq 


WTR, am, Bouthsea ig Blake & Co, Portsmouth 
+ ne peg Onilworth st, Paddington, Baker July 1 Oroft & Mortimer, Cole- 


Oriuwion, 3 Epwarp Lewis, Wolverhampton, Saddler July 1 Fowler & Co, Wolver- 
ham,ton 

Daweronn, Awetta, Higher nee rec Lancs June 30 Addleshaw & Co, 

D , Josepa, Milbourne, nr 

Sonn, Saran Recnasees, Some Bournemouth yay Kin = +! pL, 


Extrs, Joszra Hever, Stonham 
Exurott, Jacon, 


sh Oo, ips 
D cuat ‘sane 8 Ta BE Nictolew, 
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Fiptrr, James, Hyde, Chester July 12 Drinkwater & Co, Hyde 

Fowxrs, Jouy, Romiley, Chester Jute8 Hervey & Co, Hyde 

oe een, South Side, Clapham Common,Draper June 26 Biddle & Co, 
dermanbury 

Green, Exizasetn, Great Malvern July 25 Edge & Ellison, Birmingham 

Gaxenwoop, MarGaret, Altrincham June #4 Fowden & Co, Manchester 

Hansvey, Cazistrvz Isaset, Bournemouth June19 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throg- 


morton st 
Hart, Ayw Exmtiy, Upper Norwood June 26 Tapp & Co, South Molton st 
Herratt, Gzorer, Benton, Northumberland June 30 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Hri1, Wii114M Samet, Old Queen st, Law Stationer July 3 Cowl, Stratford 
Hoorss, James, Ludford, Ludlow Jane 24 Williams, Ludlow 
Lucxock, Very Rev HeesrgrMorrmer, DD, Lichfield July 10 Redmayne, Lichfield 
Maexsy, Emma, Wimbledon July 1 Johnsons & Co, New eq, Lincoln's inn 
Netsoy, Wii.1aM, Preston, Lancs, Stonemason July 1 Houghton & Co, Preston 
Navitiz, Farpertca Brateice, Stanthorpe rd, Sireatham June 30 Eland & Oo, 


Trafalgar sq 

Nissetr, Major-General Jonny, Shirley, Southampton August 1 Bassett & Co, 
Southampton 

Owens, Wrt1u1amM, Camden rd June 30 Parry & Gibson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Parker, Joun, Whalley, Lancs, Farmer June 30 Reddish & Dizon Blackburn 

Partcuett, River, Halifax, Wire Manofacturer July 13 Clarkson, Halifax 

Perxrns, Sanan, Great Malvern, Worcester July 25 Edge & Ellison, Birmingham 

Pieor, Mary Anw Kearstey, Southport Jnune10 L & W Wilkinson, Blackburn 

Paice, CHARLES wero Edgbaston, Birmingham, House Furnisher July 26 Edge & 

’ gzham 

Savunpers, Cxarurs Joux, Upper Clapton July 1 Eves, Mark In 

Srpzzornam, Dororuy, Hollingworth, Chester June? Hervey & Co, Hyde 

Suyrtu, James, Axminster, Devon, Miller July6 Chappie, Axminster 

Squire, Mary Ayn, Newbridge Hill, nt Bath June2l Squire, Leicester 

Water, Jonanma Evizasers, Boscombe, Bournemouth July 5 Guillaume & Sons, 
Bournemouth 





London Gazette.—Fripay, June 4. 


Batrour, Saran Ametia, Sevenoaks June 24 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

Barker, Witt1am ALexanper, Richmond, Market Gardener July 15 Button & Co, 
Covent garden 

Bartizy, Samvst Ricuanzp Suort, Lower Swanwick, Southampton, Brick Manufacturer 
July 17 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Beaumont, Anne, Upper Walmer, Kent July 16 Sladen & Wing, Delahay st 

Boots, Epwix, Brighton June 24 k & Cane, Brighton 

Baiaos, Witt1am Henny, Beeston, Leeds, Licensed Victualler June 18 Elliott, Leeds 

Cragke, Juwia Mavuew, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Newsagent July 15 Greening, 
Fenchurch st 

Craske, Wituiam, Sultan st, Camberwell, Licensed Victualler June 25 Smith, 
Fenchurch bi: 

Durrett, Oviver Hayses, Handsworth July 7 Duffell, Birmingham 

Garpiner, Sorniz Mary, Weybridge July5 Neale, Queen Victoria st 

Garrtsinz, Heyry, alyeciee, Chester July 17 Hand, Manchester 

Gopparp, the Right Rev Monsignor Isaac, Northumberland ay July 6 Russell & 
Arnholz, Great Winchester st 

Hotroway, Freperick, Brighton July6 Ayres & Davies, Brighton 

Hottoway, Mary Any, Brighton July 6 Ayres & Davies, Bnghton 

Ison, James, Dartford July1 Baynes, Dartford 

Jouns, Rey Wittram Srapsack, Plemstaell, nr Chester July 17 Morgan, Chester 

oom ne Penydarren, Merthyr Tydfil, House Agent June2i Meredith, Merthyr 


y 
Maxcu, Freperick Kruse.t, Bradford, Surgeon July3 Freeman, Bradford 
Marten, Peter, Dane Gill, Sussex, Farmer June 30 Hughes, East Grinstead 
Masszy, Emma, Ibstock, Leicester June 24 Hodding & Bridgman, Leicester 
Masterton, Exizasetu, Hove, Sussex June?4 Pye-Smith & Rarker, Sheffield 
Mgruam, Tuomas, Chobham July 20 Barton, Woking 
Oapes, James Nzav, Manchester, Pawobroker July 31 Tallent-Bateman & Co, Man- 


Owrx, Perse, Liverpool, Timber Broker July8 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

Patuer, Many, Gateshead on Tyne June19 Mawson & Glenny, Carlisle 

Patrerson, Jouy,'Sarsfield rd, Balham July 1 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq 

Praxis, EvizaseTe Mary, Moss Side, Manchester June 22 Leak & Pratt, Manchester 
Picurorp, Epwix, Wellington July 7 Stoddard, Birmingham 

Pame, Evizasetu, Edgbaston, Birmingham July 8 ord, Birmingham 
Ravciyrre, Dick Epwarps{Wraysbury, Bucks July 5 ylor, Essex st, Strand 

Raw ixsox, Georcr, Horwich, Lancs July 2 Haslam, Bolton 

Suarrg, Sazan Janez, Kensington July5 Townsend & Sharpe, Gray’s inn sq { 





| Swirt, Coagixs WILKIsson, 


Stow, Joun Farrparny, Uxbridge, Surveyor July 10 Bird & Lovibond, Uxbridge 

TimpesLey, THomas, Surbiton uly 1 Guillaume & Sons, Sali aq 

Trevetyan, Anna Mary, Southsea July7 Stone & Co, Bath 

bese = — Henry, Charles st, 8t James July 5 Webb-Ware, Tavistock st, 
vent en 4 

Tae, Sa Blaengwynfil, Glam, Licensed Victualler July 5 Jenkins, Por 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 25. 


Bane, Joun, Scarborough, Grocer July19 W& WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Baruo, Mertanne UMraeevituer, July 17 Gibson & Weldon, Chancery In 
Beprorp, Louisa Janz, Lee, Kent July 13 Laytons, Budge row, Cannon st 

pore: ~ og James, Long Eaton, Derby, Colliery Agent June 24 Huntsman, Notting. 


m 
Bewxey, Percy James Wit114m, Carlisle, Fishmonger July 12 Beckton, Carlisle 
Buiytra, Witu1am, Norwich June15 Blyth, Norwich é 

Brapzury, Carciing, 8t Annes on the Sea, Lancs July3 Callis, Blackpool 


| Barant, Banton Mortimes, Hastings, Income Tax Agent gs 2 Morgan, Hastings 


Baicas, Oriver, Ossett, Yorks, Cloth Manufacturer July 9 igh & Co, Dewsbur: 
Bure, Evie, Willicote,Glos July 8 Warden, Stratford on Avon 

Carter, Daviv, Newtowa, en eve July 8 Davies, Lianidloes 

mer Seispy Hunt, Woodside, Croydon, Licensed Victualler July 12 Hood &(® 


Crerey, Sours: Newport, Mon July 3 Davis & Co, Newport, Mon 

CuestermMay, Taomas Gzorcr, Lemanst, Whi'echap-] Sept7 Waller & Co, Colemanst 

Cocxty, Wit.1am, Fockerby, Yorks July 12 Sharp & Son, Crowle - 

Corvite, Rev Asaitt Horatio, Weston super Mare July3i Adams & Colvile, Old Jewry 

Coox, pomene Louisa, Milton grove, Upper Holloway July 8 Trower & Co, Newam, 
incoln’s inn 

Curusert, Rocsr, Sandhutton, nr Thirsk, Yorks July 31 Newbold & Co, Thirsk 

Dennis, Ottve Wineats, Greetham, Lincs June25 Tweed, tle 

Dennis, Rosert, Greetham, Lincs Juue 25 Tweed, Horncastle 

Dennis, Sanau Evizaseta Vere, Greetham, Lincs June 25 Tweed, Horncastle 

Dowtop, James Wikre, Glouceater cres, t's Park July 8 Peddar, Old Broad g 

Greaory, Jonny, Sheffield Jaly5 Barker, Sheffield 

Hamittron, Gertrupe Saran, kstone, Dorset July 4 Barton, Bournemouth 

Heap, Jonn Hesry, Matfield, Kent July14 Gower, Tunbridge Wells 

Hurwock, Rosert Groras, Ryde, lof W July 7 Thirkell, Ryde, I of W 


| Huresrnsoy, Witu1aM Henry, Ditton hill, Surbiton July 20 Pontifex & Co, St Andrey 


st, Holborn circus eG ? 
Ineuam, Harry, Halifax July 10 Wilkinson, Halifax ; 
Ivins, Taomas, Birmingham, Fruiterer June4 Shorthouse & Co, Birmin 
Kewypaut, Sam, Huddersfield, Painter July 1 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Law, Wii.1am Epwarp, Offerton rd, Clapham, Coachbuilder July 14 Stimson, Moor 


gate st 
Law ey, Jonx, West Bromwich August 1 Carrane & Shawcross, We! m, Salop 
Manwinea, James Luxtox, ew ge Iof W June13 Joyce, Newport, I of W 
Mayyine, Mary Foster, South Hampstead June 30 Hodding & Jackson, Salish 
Marsew, Pee Beckenham, Provision Merchant July 15 Woodroffes & 4 
ver st 
Morr-Byaes, Grores, Clayton, Manchester, JP,DL July 20 Page, Manchester 
Newmay, Wiwtiam, Louth, Lincs Aug1 Allisons & Allisons, Louth, Lincs 
Porter, Henry Rosert Mansszt, Birlingham, Worcester July 17 Rider & Co, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Preror-Pinney, Freperick Wake, Somerton, Somerset July 8 Evans & Co, Gray's 


inn 
Ae, Sruraeon, Liverpool, Cotton Broker July 15 Oliver & Co, Liverpodl 
cnee . ama Gloucester rd, Finsbury pk, Surveyor July 1 Slater & Co, High 
olborn 
Surtoy, Emmanurt, Elgin ter, Maida Vale July 21 Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Walton, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler July 9 North & Co, 
ver’ 


Trornton, MaRgGaRret, Westoe, South 5" July 20 J & W J Robinson, Sunderland 


Tuanzr, Henry Biois Hawkins, Upper keley st, Portman sq June 24 Turneré 
McCandlish, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s inn 

Warper, Atrazp Wit, Brighton, July19 Eland & Co, Trafalgar sq 

Wixes, Josepn, Leeds, Gunmater July 10 Stott, Leeds 

Witkinson, Evizaseru Mary, Scarborough July 20 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Winpesann, Taomas, L . Hotel Proprietor July 10 ,Sprake, Accrington 

Wooprorre, Tuomas, Shadwell, nt Leeds June 30 Scott & Turnbull, Leeds 

Yo, = Fsanors, Harbertonford, Devon, MD, FRS, July 20 Simpson & Bowen 


rinces st 
Youse, Bexsamin, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler July 17 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 








Bankruptcy Notices, | "importer "igh com 
London Gazette,—Tuxspay, June 1, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bisnor, Grorcz Hazzy, Wimb'edon, Doctor Kingston, 
Pet April2 Ord May 27 





Marsa, Apert, 


| 


rd May 27 


M 
Ross, 


Curtein rd, Fancy 
High Court Pet April 29 Ord May 27 
wick rd 


| May 27 y Fr 
| Oaxtry, Emma, Chapel Ash, Wolverhampton, Ponting 9 at 
| House Keeper Wolverhampton Pet May 27 O 


Goods | CALVERT, GEORGE HENRY CHESNEY, eee 

| Warehcuseman June 10 at 8 Off Rec, The 
House, Duncombe pl, York 

CLAPHAM. NATHAN, Keighley, Yorks, Tailor June ll & 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

CRONDACE, JOHN WILLIAM, Monmouth, Decorator Jum 

12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial Oh, Borpert, Mon 
DAVIES, JOHN STANLEY, Tooting, Vora Merchant June 
10.at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


27 
, F, Queensborough ter, Hyde Park High eer eo EDWARD, Haudsworth,Grocer June Il st 
Court 


Catveet, Gronce Henry Carsxey,Clemen , York, | Pet April 29 Ord May 27 30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming 
Warehouseman York Pet May 27 Urd May 27 | Rosen, 8, & Son, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet May ham : 

Cotuiss, Fraxcis Percy, Worcester, Licensed Victualler | 18 Ord May 28 GODDARD, PERCY, Brentford, Contractor June 11 at 2 
Worcester Pet May 27 Ord May 27 Market, Fruit Merchant 4, Bedford ro 


Agys, Hazy, Spi 


‘Davizs, Jouy Srastey, High st, Tooting, Corn Merchont > High Court Pat Ma 7 Ord May 27 
Wi P Peter's sq, Hammersmith, Tobac- 
High Court Pet May12 Ord May 27 


rth Pet May 27 Ord May 27 | 
Braxs, Gzonos, Loughton High Court” Pet May 10 Ora | Seen. & 
y } 
Panmes, Cuartes James, Bideford, Devon, Baker Barn- beg = 5 ter wy 
e staple ret ee a Sw . 
ATHEROOLE, ALTER ENING, hton, Masseur 
Brighton Pet May 28 Ord May 20° eee geet ee 
Greaves, Bexssxix, and Wit11am Greaves, Wakefield, | Pet 
Tinsmiths Wakefield Fet May27 Ord May 27 
Hatvamorg, Tuoxas Cortoyx, Queen Victoria st, Insurance 
Broker Hi, Pet May 10 Ord May 28 
Hespersox, C P, Cromwell rd, Solicitor High Court Pet 
May8 = May . : 
Hzezeeno, Arsert, Broad st pl, Finsbury circus, Director 
of = Companies High Court Pet Feb 9 Ord 
Hirt, Tesvon Mowracuz, Dungannon, Aldershot Guild- 


May 27 Ord 





Barnsley 
anager Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
Witicox, Cuantes, Redfield, Bristol, Builder Bristol 


| Wriurams, Josuva, Gorseinon, Glam, Grocer Swansea 


, iw 

GRANT, JAMES, Rushall, Staffs, Butcher June 11 at 11.0 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

GRANTHAM, CHARLES, Whitstable, Restaurant Proprietor 
June 10 at 9.15 Off Rec, 65a, Castle st, Canterbury 

HILL, TREVOR MONTAGUE, Dungannon, Aldershot June 
9at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Hopper, JOHN ROBINSON, Ellesmere, Salop, Brewety 
Manager June 10 at 2.30 Bridgwater notel, Eller 


Window Cleaner’s 


May 27 mere 

Woop, Witu1an, mma § Joux Tuomas Woop, Leicester | LISTER, ALFRED CRospIETD, Cross Gates, nr L 
Leicester Pet May 27 Ord May 27 Builders’ Manager 

Wericnut, Moss, and Joszern Heaney, Sheffield, Photo- 
graphers Sheffield Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 21: 


Laws, Bam, | Great Yarmouth Great Yarmouth Pet 


June9 at 11 Off Rec, 24, 
st, Leeds 
Moopy, WILLIAM, and GzorGg Moopy, Kingston ‘te 
Hull, Painters June 10 at 11 Off Rec, York 
Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 
ARTRIDGE, HARRY EDWARD, Atherstone, Warwick, Cond® 
Builder June 14 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpor 
ation st, Birmin 





ford Pet May 26 Ord May 26 | May May 17 PEARCE, THOMAs WRAY, Heaton Chapel Lancs, Plumb@t 

Ips, Atsert Eowarp, Wolverham y e i i . 
z, _ May av —_ ee Grocer Wolver FIRST MEETINGS. re 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vera 
Laspatts, Taouss, Coventsy, Boot Dealer Coventry Pet | BisHor, GEORGE HARRY, Wimbledon, Doctor June 9 at PEMBERTON, THOMAS, Crewe, Labourer June 9 at 12, Of 
May 4 Ord May 26 , 12 182%, York rd, Westminster Bridge , New , Stafford ‘ 
Lister, AL¥EED Caseran>, Onvas Gates nr Leeds, Builders | Brows, GzoRG#, Great Grimsby, Juiner / June 9 at 11 | RUBIN, SOLOMON, Liv l, Merchant Tailor June 0s 
Manager Leeds Pet May 27 Ord May 27 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool nd 
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sanvT, MEYER, Birmingham, Jeweller June 10 at 12 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

gaysE, FREDERICK James, te June 9 at 10.30 
vif Rec, 684, Castle st, ‘Canterbury 

soort, JoHN WHITWELL, Nether Edge, Sheffield, Journa- 
list June 10 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

STEPHENS, HENRY JOHN JEYNES, Handsworth, Baker 
June 11 at os 30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 
st, Birmio; 

TAYLOR, JOHN ENRY, Reddish, Lancs, Baker June 11 at 
ll Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

Woop, WILLIAM, jun, and JoHN THOMAS Woop, Leicester 
June 11 at 12 On Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BERRYMAN, ALEXANDER CASSEL, Whittington av, Y a sod 
Merchant HighCourt Pet "Mar 8 Ord May 

CALVERT, GEORGE HENRY — ) ean oe de York, 
Warehouseman York Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Carson, MURRAY, Ken Court, Tatefield, Surrey, Actor 
Croydon Pet ‘april 1 Ord May 27 

onaae, jun aay es Ashcott, Somerset Bridgwater Pet 

rr 

te JOHN ~ Ae Tooting, 
Wandsworth Pet May 27 Ord May 

FARMER, CHARLES JAMBS, Bideford, Devon, Baker Barn- 
staple Pet May 27 Ord May 2 

GREAVES, BENJAMIN, and WILLIAM GREAVES, Wakefield, 
Tinsmiths Wakefield Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

HEATHCOTE, JAMES, Maccesfield, Cotton Doubler 
Macclesfield Pet April23 Ord May 26 

HEATHOCOTE, JOSEPH, Bollington, nr Macclesfield, Cotton 
Doubler Macclesfield Pet April23 Ord May 26 

Hut, TREVOR MONTAGUE, Dungannon, Aldershot 
Guildford Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

HvrTsoN, MARIA CATHERINE, Purley, Sta‘ioner Croydon 
Prt May 24 Ord May 27 

Ipk, ALBERT EpWaRD, Wolverhampton, Commercial 
Clerk Wolverhampton Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

LANDELLS, THOMAS, Coventry, Boot Dealer Coventry 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Laws, EDWARD LUCIEN, Brython, Tenby, Pembroke Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Mar 29 Ord May 27 

LISTER, ALFRED CROSFIELD, Cross Gates, nr Leeds, 
Builders’ Manager Leeds Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Moopy, WILLIAM, and GEORGE Moopy, Kingston upon 
Hull, Painters Kingston upon Hull Pet Mayll Ord 
May 27 

OAKLEY, EmMA, Chapel Ash, Wolverhampton, Boarding 
_— Keeper Wolverhampton Pet May 27 Ord 
May 2 

Pupot, JAMES, West Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet 
April7 Ord May 27 

WADDINGTON, RICHARD, Barnsley, Window Cleaners’ 
Manager Barnsley Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

WHITTINGHAM, WILLIAM MOLYNEUX, Wallasey, Cheshire, 
Shipbroker Birkenhead Pet April 17 Ord May 28 

WILLCox, CHARLES, Redfield, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

WILLIAMS, JosHUA, Gorseinon, Glam, Grocer 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Wood, WILLIAM, jun, and JoHN THOMAS WowD, Le‘cester 
Leicester Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Wricut, Moss, and JOSEPH HEaNEY, Sheffield, Photo- 

graphers Sheffield Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 14: 


ABBLASTER, SAMUEL, Norton Canes, Staffs, Baker Wal. 
sall Pet May 12 Ord May 12 


ORDER ANNULLING ADJUDICATION, 


REID, EVLIA ALBERTA LOVISA Rag, ae. High 
Court Adjud May 8,1905 Annul May 26, 1 


Lindon Gazetie.—Frivay, June 4, 

RECEIVING ORDERS, 

James Hewry, yo 9 a Glam, Collier 
Pet May 28 Ord y 28 


Beaman, E Huime, (tng Sournalist Eastbourne 
Pet May15 Ord June 1 


ayes Merchant 


Swansea 


Banwick, 





Bourng, Epmunp Kemp, E; Oxford, Doctor War- 
wick Pet May 28 May 28 

Cray, Frans, » Fruit Salesman’s Assistant 

Manchester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Cotzman, Z1.taH, Sandwich, Kent, —— Merchant Can- 
ter! Pet May 28 Ord May 

CRANSTON, Preaeets See Pets Cncnbri idge, egietey Otfice 
Keeper Cam! 


une 1 Ord June 

ErHERiDer, yoonesie eae, Ringwood, ’ ‘Hants, Grocer 
r bury Pet Junel Ord Junel 

IsHER, Heyry, . Cumberland, Ironmonger 

i Pet May1 Ord June 1 
Frierones, Henry Kay, » Grocer Windsor Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 
Gaixzves, FrepeRick + iene Herne Bay Canterbury Pet 
Junel Ord Junel 

i James, Southampton, Fishmonger Southampton 


et June2 Ord a 2 
nr a are Birming- 


Hearuesn, Afravr, North 
ham Pet May 15 Ord = 

James, Evten Desoran, Ryde, + Nurseryman New- 
port Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

— ag ~— Piccadilly High Court Pet Feb 

y 

nennt Epuunp, Lianfoist 1 Abeauerenns, Storekeeper 
Tredegar Pet May 27 ‘0: y 27 

Mascon, Joszrn Groree, Wallisptoe . Boot Upper 

«= Closer Northampton Pet May 29 May 29 

Nopsxav, Atrrep Lupwic Freperick, Beckenham, Valuer | 
of Works of Art ae ye wth Pet Pet July 9 Ord May 28 

Peasce, Joskru. Henry Cornwall, couse 
Painter Truro Pet try *Ord June 1 

Rosser, Henry Epwarp, Caerleon, Mon, nee aed New- 
port, Mon Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Stupson, Faep, Spilsby, _. Coal Merchant Boston 
Pet May 28 Ord May 

Sprakes, Fauperick ~ sl 7 Grocer Not- 
tingham Pet May29 Ord May 

Wus0x, Epwix ‘ord, Notts, "pailder Lincoln Pet 
June 1 Ord June 1 


FIRST MEETINGS 
Evans, er Loughton, Essex June 14 at 1 Bank- 


ruptcy 
ee oveer Fhe it, Licensed Victualler June 14 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Sassdmeen, ftomas Cotton, Queen Victoria st, Insurance 
Broker Junel4at2.30 Bankru 


Ha an1s, CHARLES, jun, mee a 
7 at 11 30 chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 


Hanne, Jute, foiemetee, Fishmonger June 12 at 11 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Hayman, ARTHUR ag Skardu rd, Cricklewood, 
Journalist vine: 14 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Henpzgrsox, C P, 1 rd, itor June 15at li 
Bankruptcy Wider —, 

Henzsera, Asan, Crom rd June 15 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

es hem E£pwakrp, garage tl Farmer June 12 at 
10 30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury, 

Jongs, goo Vincent, Plecadilly June 16at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey’ st 

Makrxt Baorgers &Co, Sematest, Fancy Goods 


June 17 at 2.30 eee Carey st we 
eckham, 
wit, - Manager 


Marsuatt, Assert, Chad 
June 14 at 12 
Nopxsav, Atraep, Lupwie oe eg Beckevham, Valuer 
of Works of Art June 14at 11.3u 132, York rd. West- 


Shane Bridge 
Razpan, Georez Tuomas, Luton, Stationer June 14at 12 


Off Rec, Bridge st, Northam 
Rosz, Gzorce F, pot, Hosthenaginn Hyde Park June 14 


at 11 bldgs, Carey st 
Rosex, 8, & Sons, rare ag fm Grocers June 15 at 11 Off 
Sranxs, Hauy, 8 Spivalfldy Market, Fruit Merchant 
June 14 atl st 
Summers, Tuomas Otpsvry, 
June 12at12 Off Reo, 22, Seembary. _ Kollm 
Vivat, Benvenisti, St Peter’ '8 sq, Hammersmith, Tubacco- 
nist June Ié¢at Hi Waakriptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wit.1ams, Josnva, Gorseinon, Glam, Grocer June 12 at 11 
Rec, Government bldge, Frog In, Swansea 








ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barwick, James Henry, Aberkenfig, Glam, Collier Cardiff 


Pet ¥ May 28 Ord 
Bovawe, Epuuxp Kemr, Eynsham, Oxford, Doctor War- 
Fruit Salesman’s 


Pet May 28 *O1d May 28 
Park, Manchester, 
"Pet May 28° Ord May 28 


Cray, Franx, Queen’s Park, 
eo 1 Ord June l 
Ringwood, Han‘ 


G Far el May’ - — May 20 Kent Canterbury 
RIEVES, FREDERICK J AMES, , Ken 
Pet June1l Ord June 1 7 


Laver enon a ie 


Mason, JusePa Gnenea, Welln ong, Boot U; 
Closer Ni Pet May 29 Urd May 29 
Pagttipct, Harry Warwick, Coach 
B t May 20 Ord May 27 
Pattinson, Jane Any, , thy Bridge, Ne 
Milliner Newcastle on 


weastle on ry 
Pet Ma: 14 Ord May 
Pang. JosErH =, Cornwall, House 
Painter Truro Pet Junel Ord June 1 


Pearce, Taomas Wray, Heaton Chapel, Lance, Plumber 
‘ Soares Pet May 5 Ose Bs am 
ANFT, YR. eweller irmingbam 
Pot Apel 38° Ord May 37 


23 
> —_ 2 tats , Coal Merchant Boston 
Pet Ma 


‘WARD. 


Junel Ord June 1 


Amended Motte substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 18: 


Wixs, Jawes, Worcester, Tailor Worcester Pet April 28 
Ord May 12 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLFD. 


Frivx, Cuartzrs Westow Lanetey, Guildford st,’ Russeli 
£q, Solicitor Croydon Adjud Jan 24,1903 Annul May 
2u, 1909 


London Gagetie,—Tuxrspay, June 8, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arcusr, Samvgt, ae Derby, Builder Derby Pet 
June3 Ord June3 
ARNOLD, gomm, Preston Pet June 5 Ord 
une 
Baines, Eorrtow Cuantes Avaustus, Henly on Thames, 
jurgeon Pet May 8 Ord May 28 
sae Joux = hae Boot Repaizer Halifax Pet 
une 


3 Ord June 3 
Beeps, Auexanpee Davin, Rugby, Cycle Repairer 
Coventry Pet June4 Ord June 


nore Aonxs, Hove, Sussex High Court Pet June4 Ord 
4 


Coorzr, G Warren, Victoria st, Architect High Court 
Ord June 1 


une 
Frerpmax, Morais, and Samurt Cuyat, Chancery 
facturers High Court Pet Mey 


, Engineer Wands- 


Grantham Manor Park, Fancy 
ear = ‘Dealer High Court Faden Cod June 3 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED iN 1890. 
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EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 
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Hovsr, Grores Reainatp, Trowbridge, Wilts, Ironmonger 
Frome Pet June 4 Ord June 4 j 
James, Tuomas, Weobley, Hereford, Blacksmith Leo- 
minster Pet June4 Ord June 4 - 
Jonzs, Jonx, Gors Wen, Lianddewi, Aberarth, Cardigan, 
Farmer Abe — Pet June 3 Ord June 3 
Kinassury, Netson Tuomas, Buckland Newton, Dor- 
chester, Baker Dorchester Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Kroset, Wi1114M Rozerts, Richmond Wandsworth Pet 
June3 Ord June 3 ; 
Lewis, AL¥Frep James, Birhopsgate st, Photographer High 
Court Pet Juuve4 Ord June4 E 
Pewx, Wit11am, Leamington, Bootmaker Warwick Pet 
June5 Ord June5 
Pixe, Epmunps Arno.p, Birmingham; Cab Proprietor 
Birmingham Pet June5 Ord June 5 
Price, Tuomas Grorce, Birmingham, Architect Birming- 
ham Pet April28 Ord June 3 ; 
Ror, Wir11am Norman, Brighton, Professor of Music 
Brighton Pet June3 Ord June 3 
*Rowtanps, Jonn, Aberdovey, Merionethshire, Grocer 
A stwyth PetJune4 Ord June 4 
Sapizr, Ernest Ricuarv, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Turt Agent’s Clerk Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 4 
' Ord June 4 
Scorer, James Henry, Southampton, Timber Dealer 
Southampton Pet June4 Ord June 4 
STs, Jonn Hancovuet, Chancery ln, Partnership Agent 
High Court PetMari2 Ord June3 
Tarte, Gronce, Bury St Edmunds, Saddler Bury 8t 
Edmunds Pet June 4 Ord June 4 
Touryur, Peter Arpert,Old Kent rd, Butcher High Court 
Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Waytat, Mary Apecaipe, Craven ter, Lancaster Gate, 
Actress High Court Pet June2 Ord June 2 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Baxcrort, Jonx, Halifax, Shoe Repairer 
10.45 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 

Beaman, E Huume, Eastbourne, Journalist June 16 at 12 

Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Boyp, Acyes, Hove, Susxx, June 18 at 1 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Cuay, Frank, Queen’s Park, Manchester June 16 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Cotuiss, Francis Percy, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
June 16 at 11,30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Wor- 
cester 

Coores, G Warren, Victoria st, Architect June 18 at 12 
ng oe bldgs, Carey st 

Cranston, Frorence Lanper, Cambridge, Registry Office 
— June 16 at 10.15 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam- 

nage 

Erneaiver, Anprew James, Ringwood, Hants, Grocer 
June 17 at 1.15 Off Reo, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

Farmer, Cuartes James, Bideford, Devon, Baker June 

. 21at3.15 94, High st, Barnstaple 

Fietcaer, Henry Kay, Bracknell, Berks,Grocer June 17 
at 12 Queen’s Hotel, ing 

Fourxes, Wiru1ax, Bryn Cosyn, Lixwm, Ysceiflog, Flint 
—— June 16 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


June 17 at 


Ferspman, Moexis, and Samozi, Cuyat, Chancery In, 
Furniture Manufacturers June 16 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

GatHexcote, WatTer Maxine, Brighton, Masseur June 
17at10 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Greaves, Bexyamin, and Wittiam Greaves, Wakefield 
Tins June 18 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond terr, 
Wakefield 


Grizves, Farpericx James, Herne Bay June 17 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterb’ 

Hanrzis, Cuarces, Kenwyn rd, Clap , Engineer June 
17 at12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Hesxum, Apranam, Manor Park, Essex, Fancy Gods 
Dealer June 17 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

_Hovssr, Grorcz Reciva.p, Trowbridge, Ironmonger June 
16 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

James, Eten Desornan, Ryde, Nurseryman June 15 at 
3.15 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport I of W 

Ksoret, Wittiam Roperts, Richmond June 17 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Biidge 

Lewis, Atrrep James, Bishopsgate st, Photographer June 
17 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lewis, Epmunp, Lianfoist, Abergavenny, Monmouth, 
Storekeeper June 15 at 12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial 
st, Newport, Mon 

Masox, Joszen Gzorcr, Wellingborough, Boot Upper 

June 16 at 12 Off Ree, Bridge st, North 


ampton 
Morcas, Joux Evwarp, Obermonnow, Monmouth June 16 
atll Off Rec, 144, Comm-rcial, st, Newport, Mon 
Nooxax, Joux, Dudley, Tailor June 16 at 12 Dudley 
Hotel, Dudley 
Pgance, Josero Hexry, Camborne, Cornwall, House 
Painter June 17 at 12 Off Rec, Old Miners’ Bank, 


Paist, Coantes, Rusholme, Manchester, Fried Fish and 
Potato Dealer June 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, ester 
Propex, Exiza, Monmouth, Butcher June 16 at 11.30 
Off , 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
Boz, Wittiam Nogmas, Brighton, Professor of Music 
June 17 at 10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Score, James Hevey, Southampton, Timber Dealer June 
16 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chambrs, High st, 
Southampton 
Surru, Joux Harcourt, Chancery In, Partnership Agent 
June 16at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Uarey st 
Srrakes, Faepeeick Georce, Nottingham, Grocer June 16 
atil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Taretiz, Grorce, Bury St unds, Saddier June 16 at 
ll b Ree, 36, ee Ipswich 
axEe, Perer ALBERT, entrd, Butcher June 17 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st ines 
Wappincros, Ricnarp, Barns 
June 16 at 10.30 


» Window Cleaner’s 
Ree, 7, Regent at, 





Warers, Samvet, Sharrow. Sheffield, Tailor June 16 at 12 

Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Whrytat, Mary Apgwarpe, Creven ter, Lancaster gate, 

Actress June 16at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wittcox, Cuagues, Retfield, Bristo', Builder June 16 at 
390 Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Witsex, Epwis, Retford, Notts, Builder June 18 at 12 
Off R c. 10, Bank st. Lincoln 

Waricut, Moss, and Josrpn Heaney, Sheffield, Photo- 

raphers June 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree lr, 

Sheffield : 

Zeutry, AtBert, Kingswear, Devon, Hotel Proprietor 

June 16 at 3.30 Royal Dart H: tel, Kingswear 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aten, Joun, jun, Layham, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet 
May 4 Ord June 4 

Arcuer, Sauvet, Etwell, Derby, Builder Derby Pet June 
8 Ord June3 

Aryotp, Jonny, Blackpool Preston Pet June 5 Ord 
une 5 

Baxcrort, Jony, Halifax, Boot Repairer Halifax Pet 
June 8 Ord June3 

Brerre, AtexanpeR Davip. Rugby, Cycle Repairer 
Coventry PetJune 4 Ord June 4 

Boyp, Aeyzs, Hove, Sussex High Court PetJune4 Ord 
June 4 

Cotiis, Francois Percy, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
Worcester Pet May 27 Ord June4 

Cooper, Gzorcz Warren, Victoria st, Architect High 
Court Pet Mari6é Ord June3 

Cox, Gronce Darrett, Kilsby, Northampton, Estate 
Agent Coventry Pet June4 Ord June4 

Forp, Anson St Crate, Christchurch, Hants Poole Pet 
May3 Ord June 3 

Haiamore, Tuomas Cottoy, Queen Victoria st, Insurance 
Broker High Court Pet May 10 Ord June 3 

Harpwick, Tyas ArmitaGe, Bradford, Chartered Accoun- 
tant Bradford Pet May3 O:id June5 

Heatuer, Artuur, Northfield, nr birmingham Birming- 
bam Pet May15 Ord June3 

Henxvum, Apeanam, Selborne av, Grantham rd, Manor 
Park, Fancy Goods Dealer High Court Pet June 2 
Ord June 2 

House, Gzorce Reainatp, Trowbridge, Ironmonger Frome 
Pet June4 Ord June 4 

James, Tuomas, Weobley, Hereford, Blacksmith L.eo- 
minster Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

Kiyessury, Netson Tomas, Dorchester, Dorset, Baker 
Dorchester Pet June3 Ord June3 

Knoset, Wit114M Roserts, Richmond Wandsworth Pet 
June 8 a Ste rh 

Lewis, ALFRED James, Bisho te st, Photographer High 
Court Pet June4 Ord Saeed . 4 

Nops«au, Atrrep Lupwic Frepgrick, Beckenham, Valuer 
of Works of Art Croydon PetJune3 Ord July 9 

O’Connor, Wittr1am Moye Frepeaics, St James's ct, 
Physician High Court Pet Feb3 Ord June 3 

Peaman, E Hume, Eastbourne, Journalist Mastbourne 
Pet May 15 Ord June 4 

Penn, W:i114Mm, Leamington, Warwick, Bootmaker War- 
wick Pet June5 Ord June5 

Rose, Grorce Firzaarpince, Queensborough ter, Hyde 
Park High Court Pet April 29 Ord June 4 

Rowianps, Joun, Aberdovey, Merioneth, 

berystwyth Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

Sapver, Eanest Ricuarp, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Turf Agent’s Clerk Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 4 
Ord June 4 

Scornz, James Henry, Southampton, Timber Dealer 
Southampton Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Swars, Ernest Garriztp, and Joan Henry Burrow, 
Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet May 7 

i, i 

HIRTLE, Georce, Bury 8t imunds, Saddler B 8t 

Edmunds PetJune4 Ord June 4 nape! 

Turner, Perea Apert, Old Kent rd, Butcher High 
Court Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Wuyrat, Mary Apetarpz, Craven terr, Lancaster Gate, 
Actress High Court Pet June2 OrdJune2 . 


Grocer 








AW.—Wanted, immediately, by firm of 

4 Solicitora in West End of London, Managing Clerk 

(admitted), thoroughly versed in Conveyancing and with 

good knowledge of general work; age from 27 to 35; 

salary £175 to £200, according to qualifications.—Apply, 

by — only, to B., care of Warners, 291, Oxtford- 
street, W. 


ANTED, immediately, for small country 
town, Clerk, experienced in County Court and 
Magisterial Office work; good references 1equired,— 
Write, with full 3 ery age, and salary required, 
to B., care of W. Kybert & Son, 13, Portugal-strag, 
Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


( VENTLEMAN or Lady Wanted, with some 

knowledge of the legal profession, to call on London 
lawyers with valuable propriewary article; goou salary 
and commission given to person unimpeachable 
character and credectials.—Applv No. 482, Robertson & 
Scott, Advertising Agents, Edinborgh 








ITY OFFICES TO BE LET— 
Four rooms, close to Rothschild’s Bank an1 over. 
looking the garden of Salters’ Hall; well lighted and 
conveniently arranged; suit Solicitors, Accountante, 
Insurance Brokers, or other professional firm; occupa. 
tion Midsummer; rent £265.—Apply to the Agent, 
Messrs. Greew & Sow, 17, St. Switnin’e-lane, E.9. 


ALUATIONS of Furniture, Houses, and 

Lands for Estate Duty, and all purposes. Prompt 

personal attention; 40 years’ experience.—Monraae & 
Roszrwsow, 36, Coleman-street, E.C. 


YOUND INVESTMENT.—To be Sold, first. 
class Freehold Properties, paying about 6 per cant. 
perannum, from £1,500 to £20,000. - Apply to A. Morrrax, 
No. 7, Union-court, Old Broad-street, B.C. No estaty 
agents need apply; only purchasers or their solicitars 
dealt with direct. 


MPROVED GRUUND-RENT of £125 per 
anuum, with Reversion in 80 years’ time to the rack. 
rentals of about £625 per annum, secured on b!ock of 
offices just off Fleet-street.—Mezarerrs, 25, Great James- 
street, Bedfo-d-row, W.%. 














leph : 602 Holb 


Telep 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
Founpep 1x THs Reiew oy Wittiam & Mary, 1689, 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


83 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTeD. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Pasuiamentany Brits, Minutes or Evipenocr, Booxs oF 
Revekence, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answens, &0., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLIOITORS’ JOURNAL 
AND WEEKLY REPORTES, 














FETTER LANE, LONDON, EC. 





\ 





Copind from Policy dated 1708, 


Lew Courts Branch: 40, 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the 


A. 'W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


World. 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orricr: 


| N 63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C. 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 

WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEB, 
BURGLARY, 


CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 






TH 





